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| 1 h | | 
A Continuation of the Caſe of Mr. JOHN 
SIMSON, &c. 


z Committee appointed by the venerable Aſſembly to ripen 

T and prepare Mr. Simſon's Affair for the next Aſſembly, met 
on the 22d of May 1727, and appointed a Subcommittee to pre- 
pare a diſtinct Report of the whole Affair againſt their next Meet- 
ing; which was accordingly brought in at their Meeting on 
the gth of Auguſt, vix.“ Thar they having conſidered all that 
« the Aſſembly had nor Time to overtake in Profeſſor 0 1 
Affair, it appeared to them, that there remain'd to be der- 
& ed in the Libel.” 

« 1990, A Reſervation of Alleviations ariſing from the Excul- 
cr pation mentioned in the Minutes of Aſſembly, May 15. P. m. 
ce and at large ſet down in Page 92. of the Extract of the Presby - 
« tery of Glaſgow's Proceedings, to be conſidered afterwards, 
cc as to Which, they were of Opinion that the Conſideration of 
e theſe Alleviations ſhould be delayed until the Committee have 
te gone thro? the whole Libel. 

_ 240, That the àſſembly having in judging the 4th Article, be- 
ct cauſe of its Aﬀinity with the 5th, — 1 the 5th to be read, 
ce bur reſtrited their Vote to the 4th; therefore the Committee 
& is to conſider, whether there remains any Thing to be done 
« upon the 5th Article. 2 | 

«© 3#io, There being brought in to the Aﬀembly the Report of a 
ie Committee appointed to conſider the Proof of the 4th Propoſi- 
ce tion of the 2d and 3d Articles of the Libel, which was found re- 
e levant; but the ſame not being judged by the Aſſembly, the 
* Committee is to look into that Report, and do in it as they thall 
ce ſee Cauſe. © | f 1 8 

4to, As to the Proof of the ſaid 4th Article, viz. Profeſſor Sim- 
ec ſon's teaching, as bis own Opinion, That the three Perſons of the 
« Trinity are not to be faid to be Numerically one in Subſtance or 
cc Eſſence, which the Aſſembly have found releyant; The Subcom- 


© mittee found that the Proof is contained in the above-mention-- 


te ed Extract; and they direct the Committee to the Depoſitions 
Sof Mr, Edward Boyd, n Mr, William a= 
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& the 5th, Mr. William Lang ford 2 roth, Mr. Charles Jerve 
ce the 11th, Mr. Alexander Campbell the 12th, Mr. John Muir- 
« head the 13th, Mr. Alexander Barr the 15th, and Mr. William 
« M*Clae the 207h. | SF pp 
cc 510, As to the 6th Article of the Libel, viz. And you likewiſe. 


ec affirmed, That in the Trinity there are three intelligent Agents 


« or Beings, the Subtommitree gave it as their Opinion, That this 

« Article may be divided into two Propoſitions. (t) That there 

« are Three intelligent Agents in the Trinity. (2) That theſe A- 

© gents are thres Beings, And as to the firſt of theſe Propofſtions, 
« they found that the Profeſſor in his Anſwers and Defences a- 

cc gainſt the Libel, Page 76. of the foreſaid Extract, does 

ce acknowledge the fame, And as to the ſecond Propoſiti- 
« on, the Proof of it is in, the Depoſitions of Mr. William 

e Brown the 6th Witneſs, and Mr. James Bain the 7th. But 
< the Siſbcommirtee referred to the Committee to conſider from 
* the Depoſitions themſelves, whether they agree in Time and 
ct Place, and if the Proof be poſitive. 8 

c And as to the 7:4 Article of the Libel, viz. Deus Pater ſuit 
& ante Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitatez and alſo theſe 
cc Words, Ni 8 Deum non poſſe creare ab aterno: For 
ce the Proof of this, there is only one Witneſs, viz. Mr. James 
« Sloſs the ff. X . 2 

ce Theſe are the Articles upon which Witneffes have been led. 
& As to the other following Articles of the Libel, the Proof there - 
« of ariſes from the Profeſſor's Letters and Papers, viz, 

&« x, Self exiſtence, exc. may be taken, and were by ſome Au- 
ce hors taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the 
ct Father, and ſo not belonging to the Son. The Proof of this is in 
« Page 5th of the ſaid Extract. N g Gs 

c z. You told not the Senſe in which Neceſſary Exiſtence, exc. 
& night belong to the Son. | | 

& 3. You mculcated the foreſaid Diſtinction as a neceſſary Cau- 
te tion to the Students: The Proof of this in Pages 23d and 324 of 
ce the Extract. , 3 

& 4. You uſed to affirm you would take it as Piece of uſeful Cau- 
ce tion, &c. if the Presbytery of Glaſgow would declare the true 
4 1 4 6 of that Engliſh Term of Art, Self. exiſtence when it is 


A 


La 


« to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son, and you ſaid the ſame. of 


« the my Ghofl. The Proof of this is in Page 13d of the firſt 
«© Part of the Caſe. | 83 3 
Then the Committee appointed the Profeſſor to be writ to, and 
cited to attend their next quarterly Meeting. ; q 

Upon the 7th of November the Committee met, and Mr. .$;m- 
ſon waited on them, and they reſolved to go on to the Conſidera- 
tion of the Articles of the Libel and Proof, as they are propoſed un 
their Subcommittee's Report, and to allow che Profeſſor to inſiſt 

upon his Grounds of Alleviation, relative to the ſeveral Articles, as 
they go through the ſame. 9 Neo. 
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November 8. The Aſſembly's Proceedings upon the faid 4th Pro- 
poſition, Report of the Committee of Atſembly, and Depoſitions 
of the Witneſſes as to that Propoſition, were again read; and the 
Profeſſor being fully heard upon his Defences and Objections a- 
gainſt theProofof the ſame, the Committee took under Conſide- 
ration the Proof the firſt Part of the ſaid Propoſition, viz. That 
the Terms Neceflary Exiſtence and Independency were impertinent, 
and not th be uſed in talking of the Trinity. And the Depoſitions 
of the Witneſſes as to this Part being particularly conſidered, the 
Committee were of Opinion, That the forcſaid firſt Part of the 
4th Propoſition was proven by Mr. William Brown's Oath: N. 6, 
who depones, That the Profeſſor aſſerted, that the Terms Neceſ- 
farily-exiſtent aud Independent were impertinent, and not to be 
ted in Talking of the Trinity: And by Mr. William M*clae's Oath, 
N. 20. who depones, That he affirmed the ſaid Terms were not 
uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent: And likewiſe by Mr, 
Thomas Hamilton's Oath, N. 37. who depones, He ſaid that the 
Words Dependent and Independent were unfit to be uſed; and by 
Mr. Alexander Barr's Oath, N. 15. who depones, That he 
heard the Projeſſor when ſpeaking of the Independency and Neceſ- 
ſary exiſtence of our Lord Chriſt, ſay, That theſe Terms were not 
Proper, or fit ro be uſe, when ſpeaking of the Trinity. 

Then the Committee proceeded to conſider the ſecond Part of 
the ſaid Propoſition, viz. That the Terms Neceſſary. exiſtence 
and lndependency were Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing a- 
bout. And having conſidered the Proof wirh Relation to it, the 
found that Mr. William Boyd gth Witneſs, depones, That to this 
Objection moved to the Profeſſor, viz. Then it is poſſible the Son 
might not have been, and the Father might have been without 
him. The Profeſſor anſwered, That is a Philoſophical Nicety we 
know nothing about. And Mr. Thomas Hamilton 197th Witneſs 
depones, That upon @ Student's urging, That then the Son would 
not be Independent, or would be Dependent. The Profeſſor anſwer- 
ell, Theſe Terms are unfit. And upon the Student's further urging, 
That then the Son might not have been: The Profeſſor anſwered, 
How do you or we know that? And he depones, That the Pro- 
feſſer added, (whether after the urging the firſt Part, or both Parts of 
the Difficulty, he cannot be poſitive) That we are not ſo nicely to 
philoſophize, when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the Trinity, or that 
theſe were Philoſophical Niceties, The Import of which Proof, 
above plainly laid down, the Committee leaves to the Conſiderati- 
on of the Aſſembly. tab | 

Then the Profeſſor alledged, That when he uſed ſuch Ex- 
preſſions, he was ſpeaking only with Relation to the perſonal Pro- 
perties of the Divine Perſons, and he offer'd to prove this from 
ſome of the Witneſſes their Depoſitions; and he deſired he might 
be allowed to give in his Alledgeance in Wang to the next Se- 
derunt, which the Committee did allow. | 8 
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November 9. The Profeſſor, according to the Committee's Al- 
lowance,. gave in a Paper, wherein he deſired, that for cleari 
the Meaning of the Witneſſes deponing on the Proof of the 4 
Propoſition of the zd and 3d Articles, they would alſo add the 
Depaſitions of theſe Witneſſes, that ſeem to exculpate or alleviate, 
wiz. The firſt Part of the Depoſition of Mr. William Brown, 
N. 6. and of Mr. Boyd, N. 9. Deponing, That the Words Qepen- 
dent and Independent were wot fit to be uſed with reſpeft to the Tri- 
pity, or to expreſs their perſonal. Properties by. Of Mr, M*Clae, 
Witneſs 20. When the Profeſſor was ſpeaking af the perſonal Pro- 
erties of the Father and Son, Mr. Brown a Student propoſed an 
Objection. &c. Of Mr. Chapman, Witneſs 32. Who heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, That the Term Independency, when made uſe of on 
the perſonal Properties of the Father and Son, were unfit. Of Mr. 
Ritchie, Witneſs 2. who depones, That he heard an Argument 
proponed by a Student to the Profeſſor, whereof the Concluſion was, 
Then the Son is Dependent: The Profeſſor anſwered, That the 
the Terms Dependent and Independent could not be properly applied 
#0 the Relations of the Divine Perſons. And of Mr. Johnſton, N, 
29. Mr. Stirling, N. 26. and Mr. Hamilton, N. 17. 

After reading of this Paper, it _ propoſed by ſome Mem- 
bers, that the following Remark on the Proof of this Propoſition 
ſhould be tranſmitted to the Aſſembly 3 and Mr. Simſon wer es] 


it might be tranſmitted, to wit, That the whole Diſcourſe in which 


it appears by the Depoſitions, that the Profeſſor uttered the E xpreſy, 
ſions, mentioned in the 4th Propoſition, poſterior to the Student's pro- 
poſing his Ob jection, is not comprehended in the Depoſitions relative 
to that 4th Propoſition; and that it appears wot from the ſaid Depo- 


ſutions, that they were uttered in more than one Diet of Teaching 3 


the Committee agreed to tranſmit the fame. 
Then the Profeſſor defired, That ſeeing the Committee had now 


conſidered the Proof of the faid 4th Propoſition, they might 


next take under Conſideration his Articles of Exculpation, relating 
to the whole 2 and 3d Articles of the Libel, as they ſtand in the 
Abbreviate of the Depoſitions made up by the Presbytery of Glaſ- 


gow, and particular Articles of Exculpation drawn up by himſelf, 


Which he thinks do contain conſiderable Grounds of Alleviation 
of all that he is accuſed of in the ſaid 2d and 3d Articles. This 
Deſire the Committee did agree to; and the ſaid Abſtracts being 
read, the Committee reſted fatisfied as to the Abſtract of the De- 
poſitions made by the Presbytery of Glaſgow, ſeeing they were 
alſo acquieſced in by the Profeflor. But as to the Abſtract of the 
— Articles ot Exculpation drawn by the Profeſſor himſelf, 
they appointed Maſters Robert Woodrow, William Love and Mat- 
the Crawfurd, to look into the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes re- 
lared to in theſe Articles, and compare them together, and re- 
port to the next Sederuni, Whether they find them exact. 


March 


OS WO Lo "LR © 


March 14. poſt meridiem, a Fee called for a Reporr 
from theis Sub- committee, named the Day before, toc e the 
Proteflor's Articles of Exculpation with the Depoſitions of the Wie- 
neſſes relative thereto; and they reported, That they had compa- 
red the Profeſſor's Abſtract of his particular Articles of Exculpa- 
tion, for alleviating the Charge laid againſt him in the 2d and 3d 
Articles of the I, with the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes re- 
lated to therein, and found them to agree. Then being to pro- 
ceed to conſider the Grounds of Alleviation of the Charge in the 
ſaid two Articles, the four Propoſitions into which theſe Articles 
are divided, and which are found relevant by the Aſſembly, were 
read from the Aſſembly's Minutes, and the Profeſſor * to 
the Committe and dictated to the Clerk the following Grounds 
for Alleviation, vx. hs 

© 1m, That he offered to * by the Witneſſes that were 
„ adduced againſt him, That he taught, as his own judgment, 
© the expreſs Words of the Articles in the Confeſſion of Faith, op- 
© poled to the foreſaid Articles of the Libel, 20 wir, Chap. 2. 
© and Chap. 8. § 2. and that he did not deny or impugn any 
of theſe Articles.“ 

nxdo, That he taught, that all the Eſſential Perſections of the 
<< Father agree to the Son, but not the Perſonal Property; and 
that whatever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be af- 
„ firmed of the Son, except his Perſonal Property. _ 

*© 3tio, Thar ir does not appear from the Depoſitions of the 

«© Wuneſſes, that he has denied of the Son any Eſſential Perfettion 
76 of the Father.” | | | 

And for the Proof of the firſt Branch of the firſt Graund, he 
condeſcended upon the Depoſitions of Mr. Boyd the 3d Witneſs, 


Mr. Langford the roth, Mr. Jervey the 1 1th, Mr. Ritchie the ad, 
Mr. Duncan the 4th, and Mr. Carmichael the 24th. 


For Proof of the ſecond Branch thereof, a the Depoſitions 


of Mr. Peden the 25th Witneſs, Mr. Macalpine the 27th, Mr. 
Carmichael the 24th, and Mr. Anderſon the 21ſt. Sp 

For Proof of his ſecond Ground of Alleviation, he pitched upon 
the Depoſitions of Mr. Bannantyne the 18th Witneſs, Mr. Miller 


the 19th, Mr. Maclae the zoth, Mr. Stirling the 26th, Mr. Coats 
the 28th, and Mr.-Hirchie the ad. 
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DEPOSITIONS on the x} and ad Branches 


of Exculpation extended. 


muneſſes wbich prove, that the Profeſſor taught as 
Bis own Fudgment, the expreſs Words of the Ar- 
ticles of the Confeſſion of Faith, oppoſed to the 
Articles of the Libel, viz. Chap: 2d and Chap. 
8. G2. and that be did not deny nor impugu any 
2. 1 k. Ed Boyd Wir. 3. p. 78:5 4 and of the laft-Edie. 5: 
M 114. $2. a That the Time libelled, he heard 155 
Profeſſor teach upon the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, the 
Doctrines therein, in the Words of the ſaid Conf. and he heard him 


teach them, as his own Judgment, ſo far as he remembers; and 
that he heard the Profeſſor upon the 2d $ of the 8th Chap, of the 


ſaid Conf. and heard him explain the ſaid 5. he does not remem- 


ber his Explication, but was pretty well ſatisfied with it at the 
DTiamw 21:6). | | 

2. Mr. Langford Wit. 10. Caſe p. 84. laſt Ed. 120. $ 1. De: 
pones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach as his own Judgment, 
the Doctrine of Go, and the Holy Trinity, contained in the 
ad Chap. of the Coſſeſſion of Faith; and alſo heard him — the 
dch Chap. of the Conf. particularly the Beginning of the 2d 5. 
that the Son of Go p, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very 
and Eternal GOD, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; 
That he has heard the Profeſſor teach, That the Son has. Life in 
himſelf, according to that Scripture, Job. v. 26. and prove by 
the uſual Arguments, that the Son is GOD. And that the Pro- 
feſſor did not take the Word GOD in an improper Senſe, ſo as 
to ſignify one that has ſpiritual Domination and Power; againſt 
which Notion he warmly recommended to the Students, to read 
the great and learned Guſſetius, upon the Word Elohim: That 
he heard the Profeſſor teach, that the Son is eternally begotten of 
the Father: And the Deponent never heard him inſinuate in the 
leaſt, that he was created or made: That the Profeſſor did the 
laſt Winter, in general, cenſure the Arian Doctrines, of which 
there is a full Account in Theodoret's Hiſtory, to which he referred 
the Students, particularly the Doctrine, that there was a Time, 


in which the Son was not; and that he was of a mutable Nature. 


3. Mr, Jervey Wit. 11. p. 85. & laſt Ed. p. 121. $ 1. That 
in the Seſſion begun October 1725, he heard the Profeſſor one 
Day teach, upon the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith; and = 


cas ems: . a ctwmQotcooo oinaco£do.c.co,..oowvatÞ#H0 ae as... as a 


7 
his membrance, he heard him not deny ot bnd 
or 


| ipugn any Article 
ring therein.contained: That he has hcard the Profeſſor 
ſay ofener than once, that the Son is very and eterually GOD, 
and that he is poſſeſſed of all Divine Perfections; and heard him 
deny that the Son was created or made, when refuting the Arian 
Hex, heard him teach, that the Son was eternally begotten 
T the FALNET. . 
AY Mr. Ritchie Wit. 2. 5. 76.15 laſt, and laſt Ed. p. 112. $ laſt, 
Depones, he heard the Profeſſor aſſert, that the Three Divine 
* were of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, and equal in 
ower and Glory, chat is, infinite, cternal and 


e 
in his Being, Wiidom, Power, Holineſs, Juſtice, and 
Se Divine Perfections. And that he added from that Text in 
ſecond Plalm, I will declare the Decree, thou art my Son, this 
Day have I hegotten thee. This Text proves, that the Son is as 
ancient as the Decree, that is eternal. And that this was in the 
Seſſion of the College begun 1725, when teaching on che 8th, 
Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith. 2 
5. Mr. Duncan Wit. 4. p. 79. at the Foot, and laſt Ed. p. 115. 
the Foot, Depones, That he heard him teach upon the 2d & of 
the 8th Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, chat the Son of Go 
the ſec ond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal GOD 
one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; and taught it with Sa- 
tisfaction as the Deponent thought. ba eds 


6. Mr. Frederick Carmichae Wit. 24. 8 93, S laſt, and laſt 


Ed, p. 130, $ 2. Depones, That he heard the, Profeflor teach 
upon the zd Chap. of the Confeſſun of Faith, and chat he he 
the Propoſitions therein as his own Opinion; and recommended 
them as the beſt Form of Words he ever met with, for exp 
What the Scripture taught us, concerning the Myſtery of the Trini- 
i and that he heard the Profeſſor teach on the 8th Chap. of the 
nf. and particularly teach as his own Opinion, That the Son 
of God, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal 
OD, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father. And that 
he heard the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, that the Son of Gop was 
neither created nor made; and heard him upon Pictet aſſert, Thar 
Chriſtus filius Dei, creaturas omnes dignitate infinite ſuperat, cùm 
omnes creaverit uon ut inſtrumentum, 4 per efficaciam ſue poten- 
rie; and heard the Profeſſor remark, that to call the Father cauſa 
Hi, was a harſh Way of ſpeaki 55 and that he has heard him, in 
ppoſition to that Way of ſpeaking, oftner than once uſe theſes 
Wards, Pater eft prior filio, ordine & paternitate, ſed non tempore. 
7. My. Pedin Wit, 25. p. 94. and laſt Ed. p. 131. $ 1. De- 
pones, That ſince October 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor 
and explain the ad Chap. of the Conſeſſon of Faith, and does not 
remember that he denied ot impugned any Article therein. That 
laſt Seſſion he heard him read and. explain the 8th Chap. of the 


dad Conf, and teach as his own Opinion, That the Son of Go, 
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the fecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal & O D, of one 
Subſtance, and equal with the Father. And that as the Deponent 
thought, he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, that the Son of GG 
was neither made nor created, and that the Son was, cternally be- 


gotren of the Father. | 

8. Mr. Macalpine Wit. 27. p. 96. 5 2. and laſt Ed, p. 133. 
81. „That he has heard him teach the ſecond Chap of 
the and alſo the 8th Chap. and did not hear the Profeſlor 
expreſs himſelf diſſatisfied with any Article therein, but recom - 
mended them to the Students, as the beſt Expreſſions they could 
make uſe of, to expreſs themſelves on the Subjects mentioned in 


theſe Chapters; and has heard the Profeſſor aſlert and ptoye, that 


the Son was not created, exc. a 

9. Mr. Campbell Wit. 12. p. 85. at Foot, and laſt Ed. p. 121. 
at the Foot, Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, the 
Son was very and eternal Go p, and (as the Deponent thought in 
Oppoſition to Dr. Clark) that Chriſtus eſt Deus naturd. 

10. Mr. Anderſon Wit. 21. p. 92. § t. and laſt Ed, p. 128. 
8 2. 2 He heard the Profeſſor aſſert, that the ſecond Per- 
ſon of the Trinity was no other G op from the Father; and that 
the Son was poſleſſed of all Divine Perfections with the Father, 
his perſonal Property only excepted. And that he has heard him 
aſſert, that the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, and was 
no Creme. 

11. Mr. Chapman, Witneſs 22. P. 92. end of the Iſt & and 
5 0, and laſt Ed. P. 129. Depones, That he heard the Profeflor 
each, That the three Perſons of the Trinity were the ſame in Sub- 
ſtance, equal in Powerand Gloty, and diſtinguiſhed only by their 


perſonal Properties; And that he has heard him affert and prove 


that the Son was not, or could not be ſaid to be created or made; 
and that the Son muſt be eternally” begotten, without any Begin- 
ning of Time, That the e the Father cauſa Filii was a very 
improper way of Speaking, and that Pater eſt prior filio patornita- 
te, but not prior tempore. That there was an uttet Diſparity be- 
twixt the Eternity of the World, and the eternal Generation of 
the Son of GOD; and gave this Reaſon for it, That the World 
muſt be finite; whereas the Son of GOD muſt be of infinite and 
unlimited Perfections. That the beſt Notion we could have of the 
Son's eternal Generation, was given usin John 5. 26. As the 
7 1 hath Life in himſelf, ſo he hath given to the Son to haus Liſe 
himſelf. h | | n 
n+ Meek Witneſs 16. P. 88. & 2. and laſt Edit. P. T24; 


85 2. of the Depoſition, Depones, Thar he heard the Profeflor 
teach as his own Opinion, Thar the Son is Very and Eternal 


GOD, of one Subſtance, and equal with'the Father. 

13. Mr. M*Clae, Witneſs 20. P.gr. $ 1, and laſt Edit. P. 127. 
5 1. depones, That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Unity of 
the three Perſons of the Trinity, was not ſpecifical, becauſe ths 
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would be ro make them three Gods. And that he has heard him 
reach as him-own Opinion the Doctrine contained in the ſecond 
pier of the Copfaſſion of Faith, as to Chriſt's being the true 
GOD, and a God of infinite Perfections. This the Profeſſor 
proved in his Prelection on the 8th Chapter of the Confeſſion, 
from the Notion of GOD with which the whole Scriptures is 
uſhered in, viz. That of being Creator: And ſeeing Chriſt is ſaid 
to be the Creator in the firſt of John's Goſpel; therefore he muſt 
be the fame with that only true GOD, ſpoken of by all the Wri- 
ters of the Old Teſtament. Chriſt's being the true God he prov- 
ed likewiſe from the Import of the original Words in Iſaiah y. 
and 6. El-Gibbor, where he obſcrved the Word, El, with the ad- 
joined Epithet Gibbor, could be applicd to no Being but the true 
GOD; and that this was in the Seſſion begun October 17253 and 
the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame in refuting Doctor Clark's Opinion. 

14. Mr. Maculloch, Witneſs 23d. p. 93. 5 2. and laſt Edit. P. 
129. $ 2. Nepones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach, That the Son 
of GOD, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity is Very and Eternal 
GOD, of the ſame Subſtance, and equal with the Father; That 
Chriſtus eſt idem ens cum patre, tantummodo perſona diſtinctus, and 
that the Son is exernally begorren of the Father, without Beginning 
of Duration; and that he 


eard hin make Uſe of that Scripture, 
John 5. and 26. in explaining the ſaid eternal Generation. 

15 Mr. Stirling Witnels 26.p. 95. S laſt, & laſt Edit. . 132 $ r. 
Depones, Thar he heard the Profeflot teach the ſecond Chapter of 
the Confeſſion of Faith, and expreſs himſelf well ſatisfied with the 
Doctrine therein; and alſo heard him teach the 8th Chapter of 
the ſaid Confeſſion, and teach as his own Opinion, That the Son 
of God, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal God, 
of one Subſtance and equal with the Father; and that the Son ot 
God was neither created nor made : That he has heard the Profeflor 
affirm and prove, that the Son of God was eternally begotten of the 
Father, Withour beginning of Duration; and that the Son was by 
Nature God, and infinitely above all created Beings wh atſoever; 
That pater eſt prior Filio, non tempore ſed ordine; and that whar- 
ever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be, or {hou Id be affir- 
med of the Son, excepting the Father's perſonal Propert y. 

16. Mr. Muirhead, Witneſs 17, p. 86. and laſt Edit. 122. laſt 
Part of the Depoſition, depones, That he heard the Pr ofeflor ſay, 
That there were three Perſons in the God-head ; that they were ſo 
far different, that there were different Properties applied to them; 
the Father was of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, the Son 
was begotten of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt proceeding from 
both; but they were ſo far one, that they might be. juſtly called, 
The One only living and true GOD. 

17. Mr. Hamilton, Witneſs 17. p. 89. 8 2. and laſt Edit. p. 125. 
8 2. Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor teach, That the Son 
was very God, and prove it E his creating of the World, 7 
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that wien the Profeſſor was teaching on Chap. 2. $#3. of the 
Confeſſion of Faith, he heard him ſay, That it was the ſame Sub- 
ſtance, when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the Trinity; and added, 
Ihat it muſt be ſo, becauſe of the Simplicity of the divine PerfeCti- 


ons. Depones, That he remembers the Profeflor made uſc of ſome 
Arguments for proving that the Son was eternal. 

18, Mr. Millar, Wnneſs 19. p. 90 S 2. and laſt Edit. p. 126. 
& 3. depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach that the Son of 
God, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal God, 
of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; Thar all the divine 
Perfections belong to the Son, as well as to the Father, only the 
Father's perſonal Property did not agree to the Son. : 


Second Branch of Exculpation. 


Hitneſſes which prove that the Profeſſor taught; (in 
[peaking of the Equality of the Son with the Fa- 
ther) that all the eſſential Perfectious of the Fa- 
ther agree to the Son, but not the perſonal Pro- 


perty; and that whatever could be affirmed of the 


Father, ought to be affirmed of the Son, except his 
perſonal Property. 


I. XTR. Banantine Witneſs 18. p. 85. $ laſt, and laſt Edit. p. 

126. § 2. Depones, he has heard him teach, That all che eſ- 
ſential Perfections of the Father agreed to the Son, but the perſo- 
nal Property of the Father could not be applicd to the Son. 

2. Mr Millar, Witneſs 19. p. 99.5 2. and laſt Edit. p. 126. 5 3. 
Hepones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach, That all divine Per- 
fections belong to the Son, as well as to the Father, only the Fa- 
ther's perſonal Property did not agree to the Son. _ | 

3. Mr. M*Clae, Witneſs 20. p. 91. $ I. and laſt Edit. 127. $ 
2. Depones, Thar he has heard the Profeſſor teach, that all the di- 
vine Perfections belonging to the Father, belonged alſo to the Son, 
but the perſonal Property: Alſo, that ſeſus Chriſt is ſaid to be the 
Creator, and that to create required infinite Perfection, and a Being 
of infinite Perfection could not be created: That the Son was eter- 
nally begotten of che Father, without Beginning of Time; and 
that he was the ſame with the Father, to prove which, among o- 
ther Realons, he made Ule of that Text in the 1 Epiſt. of John, 
And there are Three that bear Record in Heaven, &c. The Authen- 
tickneſs of which Text he ſaid was diſputed hy ſome, but he a ſer · 


red it. | Depones, Thar he heard the Profeflor teach, that the Son 


\ of God by his proper Per fections created the World; and when ix 


is aid of him in the New Teſtament, By whom alſo he made the 


Worlds 
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Worlds, the Particle q u was not to be underſtood inſtrumentaliter. 
Mr. Stirling, Witneſs 26. p. 95. S laſt, and laſt Edit. p. 122. 

S feſt, Depones, That whatſoever could be affirmed of the Fa-. 
ther ought®o be, or ſhould be affirmed of the Son, excepting the 
Fathers perſonal Property. : 

FJ. Mr. Coats, Witneſs 28. p.97. S 2. and laſt Edit. p. 133.5 3. 
Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor refute all the Branches ot the 
Arian Hereſy, and particularly teach, That the Son of God was neither 
created nor made, but was eternally begotten of the Father, and that 
he was infinitely above all Creatures as being Creator: That he has 
beard the Proſfeſſor ſay, That every thing that is to be affirmed of the 
Father, is to be affirmed of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Pra- 
perty; and this he has heard the Profeſſor ſeveral Times affirm. 

6. Mr. Ritchie, Witneſs 2. p. 77. §. 1. and laſt Edit. p. 112, 
$ I. Depones, That he heard the Profeſlor aſſert that there was 
nothing atfirmed of the Father, but what ought or ſhould be affirmed 
of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Property,which is incom- 
municable; being interrogate whether or not he heard the Protetſor 
uiethis Argument, That from created Perſons having cach a different 
Subſtance, we could not infer or conclude, that each divine Perſon 
behoved ro have a different Subſtance, becauſe the Subſtance of 
created Perſons was finite, and the divine Subſtance was immenſe. 
Depones that he has heard him uſe that Argument. 

From all which, the Defendant hopes from the Juſtice of the ve- 
nerable Aſſembly, That they will find he has in the ordinary Courſe 
of his teaching, been careful to teach the Doctrine of the holy Tri- 
nity, and of the true and proper Deity of the Son of God, as it is 
taught in the holy Seriptures and ſummed up in our Canfeſſion of 
Faith, and Catechiſms, and has been careful not only to aſſert, but 
to prove to the Students, that all the eſſential Perfections of the Fa- 
ther belong to the Son equæly with the Father, and that only the 
Father*s perſonal Property, as deſcribed in our Confeſſion of Faith, 
and larger Catechiſm, Anſter to Queſtian g. do not belong to 
him. And ſeeing he has fo plainly and fully taught this Doctrine, 
and ſtill believes and adheres to the Doctrine of our Confeſſion of 
Faith which he has ſubſcribed, he humbly thinks he has Reaſon to 
expect that the Aſſembly will think him ſound in the Faith on this 
Article, and be faisfied. that he is not tainted with any Socinian or 
Arian Error about it, ſecing it is manifeſt, That none who have 
been formerly, or arc now tainted with any of theſe Errors, would 
either ſign the ſaid Confeſſion, or teach and explain theſe Doctrinos 
as the Witneſſes have proved he has done. j oy, 

The Committee reaſoned amongſt themſelves upon the Method 
and Order in which it would be moſt proper for them to procced, 
wiz. If they ſhould firſt conſider how far the foreſaid Grounds, 
offered by the Profeſſor are relevant to alleviate, if proven, and then 
conſider the Proof; or, if they ſhould begin with the Proof: And 


it being moved by ſome of the Members, that tho? it was not to be 
| "3 000 queſtion- 
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queſtioned but that the Committee had Power to give their judg 


ment to the Aſſembly as to the Relevancy, yet it would he more &x- 
pedient to refer the judging in it entirely to the Aſſembly Themſelves, 
a Queſtion was put, Judge the Releyancy or refer? And it carried 
Judge; but the Committee reſolved in the firſt place to begin with 
the Proof; and the Profeſſor being called in, theſe parts of the 
Depoſitions of all the abovenamed Witneſſes, Which touch the fore- 
faid firſt and ſecond Grounds of Exculpation, were read, and the 


ſame being conſidered by the Commirree ſeyerally, they were of O- 


pinion, That the ſaid two Grounds of Exculpation were proven by 
concurring Teſtimonies: And having cauſed the third Ground to 
be read, they judged, that the ſame would come more — erly to 
be conſidered in the Relevancy, and therefore they reſolved to con- 
ſider it in that View. i | Lt 2 

March 15th, Ante Meridiem. The Committee being to proceed 
to cogſider how far the Grounds of Exculpation, — proven Ve- 
ſternight, were relevant to alleviate; the Profeſſor was heard at 
great Length, to inſiſt on all the Arguments he could bring from the 
Depoſitions 6f the Witneſſes, and other parts of the Procels, to en- 
force his Grounds of Alleviation; and all the parts of the Depoſi- 
tions of the whole Witneſſes that he condeſcended on, were read; 


and having finiſhed all that he had to ſay, the Committee by a Vote 


allowed him to be preſent at their adviſing of the Caufe, providing 
he kept filence, and did not make any Interruption to them in their 
Fang, by ſpeaking without Icave asked and given. But the 


orenoon being far ſpent, they delayed Advifing until the Aſter- 


noon. 


The Depoſitions of the Witneſs on the Third Head 
of Exculpation extended and claſſed according to 
their natural Order. ' 


Hat the Profeſſor offers on the third Head of Exculpation, is, 

* t. It is not ſo much as alledged, much leſs proved by the 
Witneſſes that he has denyed of the Son any one divine Perfection 
belonging to the Father, that is expreſt in the holy Scriptutes, or our 
Confeſſion or Catechiſm; and yet it is to be preſumed that all the 
divine Perfections neceſſary to be known to Salvation; are expreſt in 
Scripture, and ſummed up in our Confeſſion. " 
24ly, It has been alledged, That in ſome Term or Terms not 
uſed in Scripture, our own or any other Proteſtant Confeſſions, he 
has denied of the Son ſome eflential Perfection of the divine Na- 
ture, particularly Neceſſary Exiſtence. Which Term when made 
an Article of a Libel, ſhould be explained by the Words of Scrip- 
ture, or of our Confeſſion of Faith, or Catechiſms which it ſtands 


for; which is the more needfyl, becauſe it is uſed in three different 


Senſes; the firſt is, that in which *tis preſumed the Aſſembly takes 
it 
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«©. for the eſſential neceſſary Exiſtence of the divine Nature equall 
— to all the Perſons, "which I till adhere to. The > 
mentioned By the Presbytery of Glaſgow, pag. 131. 8 4. applicable 
only to mere Creatures, which cannot agree to the glorious Son 
GOD. 

> The 34 is, for being unbegorten, or being neceſſarily exiſtent, 
ſo as to have his divine Nature, and perſonal Subfifſtence from no 
other Perſon whatever, in which Senſe it is taken by ſome Au- 


ors. | 
” In both theſe laſt Senſes, the Term Neceſſarily-exiflent, muſt be 
denied gf he Son, the firſt of them as too low, the laſt becauſe ta- 
ken for the Father's perſonal Property, whether they uſe the Word 
right or wrong. | 


It is therefore to be conſidered whether the Profeſſor has denied 


the Neceflary-exiſtence of the Son in the firſt Senſe. 
There are only two Inſtances alledged in the Libel, wherein the 
Neceſſary· exiſtence of the Son is ſaid to have been mentioned in his 
Teaching. 3 | 
The is in Article zd, when teaching the Chap. de creatione 
in Mark- ** Seſſion of the College Degun October 17257, and 
of 30 Witneſſes examined, three only mention his having ſaid, 
Chriſtus eſi aternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, one of whom is not 
oſitive theſe were the Words, viz. Duncan, Witneſs 4. p. 79. 
ſt Edit. p. 115. depones, That the Profeſſor, when he had read in 
Mark the Cap: de creatione, and the firſi Argument made Uſe of 
by the ſaid Author for proving the World could not have exiſted from 
Eternity, viz. Ens #ternum eſt necefſarium, found Fault with the 
fame; and to make good what he he had aſſerted, according to the 
beſt of the Deponent's Remembrance ſaid, Chriſtus eſt æternus, non 
tamen neceſſarius; but is hot poſitive theſe were the exact Words the 
Profeſſor uttered. And it is not preſumable the Profeſſor would 
ſay ſo, when it was ſo foreign to the Subject in hand, eſpecially af. 
ter the full Proof that is given on the former two Heads. 
lt looks therefore like a Trip in his ſpeaking, or rather a Miſtake 
in their Hearing, which daily falls out in all Converſations, and the 
groſſer it is, it is the more likely to be a Trip in ſpeaking, or rather 
a Miſtake of the Hearers, ſo few having obſerved, what muſt haye 
alarmed all preſent, who were near 40 at leaſt. And this is the 
more ha from what is faid by Mr. Edward Boyd, one of 
theſe 3 Witneſſes, pag. 77. laſt Edit. p. 114, who depones, That in 
the Seſſion 1726, the Profeſſor ſaid the Argument in Mark was nos 
K Ariſtotle, and heard him not give the ſame Reaſon for it 
a; he had given the former Tear. | ö 
_ Ang two others, p. 86. laſt Edit. 123., viz. Mr. Moncrief 14th 
Witneſs, d the Profeſſor ſay, Mark's' Argument againſt the E. 
ternity of the World was not concluſive againſt the Ariftoreleans ; 
and Mr. Chapman, Witneſs 22. p. 92. laſt Edit. 129. heard the 


* = Profellor ſay, there was an utter Diſparity betwixt the W—_— 
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the World, and the Eternal : the Son of God; and 
gave this Reaſon, That the World muſt be finite; whereas the Son 
of God is of infinite and unlimited Perfections. 

Bur tho? it were never ſo certain he had ſaid it, it muſt be meant 
that he denied that the Perſon of the Son was unoriginated, or un- 


begotten, at leaſt there is no Shadow of Proof that it was taken in 


the firſt Senſe, ſor the Eflential neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son of 


God ; and in Juſtice he is to be allowed to give the Meaning of 


his own Words. 


The other Inſtance was occaſioned not by the Profeſſor's mak- 


ing Uſe of the Term Neceſlarily-cxiſtent in his Teaching, but by 2 
Student's mentioning it in an Objection which he made to the Pro- 
feſſor, wherein the Student alledged, that the Son's deriving or re- 
cciving his divine Perfections from the Father, (viz. in his eternal 
Generation) was inconſiſtent with his being independent or neceſ- 
farily-exiſtent. RES 

There are 12 Witneſſes who depone ſomething concerning this 
Objection, whoſe Depoſitions, if claſſed in their natural Order, ac- 
cording ro what they ſay, it will appear the Profeſſor was far from 
denying the neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son, or approving the Ob- 
jector's uſing theſe Terms, ſo as not to be conſiſtent with the Son's 


| eternal Generation. 


In the firſt place, theſe muſt be collated who ſpeak of the Occaſi- 
on of the Objection, and what the Profeſſor was then teaching, vix. 
Mr. Af#lae Wit. 20. p. go. laſt Edit. 126, 127,depones, That when 
the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the perſonal Properties of the Father and 
the Son, a Student propoſed an Objection to this purpoſe, &c. Mr. 
Brown, Witneſs 6. pag. 80. laſt Edit. 117. at the Head, depones, 
That in the Month of December 1725, or thereby, there being an 
Objeftion made by a Student to the Profeſſor, when the Profeſſor 
was prelefting on that Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith about re- 


ligious Worſhip ; upon which the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the Sous 


deriving his Perfeftions (as the Deponent remembers) from the Fa- 

ther ; whereupon the Objector ſaid to the Profeſſor, &c. 
24ly, What was the firſt Difficulty moved. Mr. Brown Wit. 
6. p. $0. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, The Objection was, that Way 
of ſpeaking, viz. the Son's deriving his Perſections from the Fa- 
ther, ſeems to derogate from the Son's Independency. Mr. Boyd 
Wir. 9. p. 8z. laſt Edit. 118. at the Foot, ſays, the Difficulty 
was, Whether or not that (vide former Depoſition) ſeemed to 
derogate from the Son's Independency. Mr. Ritchie Wit. 2. p. 
76. laſt Edit. 113. at Foot, Depones, He heard an Argument 
made uſe of by one of the Students, and propoſed to the Profeſſor, 
whereof the Concluſion was, then the Son is dependent. Mr. 
Hamilton Wit. 17. p. 89. laſt Edit. 125. Depones, The Difficulty 
was, that then the Son would not be independent. Mr. Stirling 
Wit. 26. p. 95. laſt Edit. 131, Depones, That the Concluſion þ + 
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the Objection was, that then the Son of Go p would not be in- 
dependent. = ** 

34ly, What was the Anſwer given to this firſt Objection, Mr. 
Brown Wir. 6. p. 81. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, the firſt Part of 
it, Viz. to hich the Profeſſor replied, that if Independency or 
the Word Independent (the Deponent minds not which, bur is 
poſitive ir was one of them ) be taken in ſuch a Senſe, as to in- 
clude the perſonal Property of the Father, ir could not be applied 
to the Son. Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. p. 82. laſt Edit. 118. Depones 
both Parts of it, viz. Juſt as you underſtand the Word Indepen- 
dent, and ſo he diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Pro- 
ſefſor's Letters and Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, vix - 
if the Word Independent be taken in a Senſe that includes the 
ſonal Property of the Father, they cannot be applied to the Son; 
bur if ſaid of him, in any Senſe conſiſtent with the perſonal Pro- 

rties of the Father and the Son, it will no Doubt agree to him. 
— hes depones, That the Profeſſor ſaid, that the Words Depen- 
dent and Independent were very improper and ambiguous, be- 
caule ordinarily ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to be uſed 
with reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to expreſs their per- 
ſonal Relations by. And only the latter Parr of it is — by 
Mr. Ritchie Wit. 2. p. 76. laſt Edit. 112. viz. That the Terms 
Dependent and Independent could not be properly applied to the 
Relations of the Divine Perſons. Mr. Hamilton Wit. 17. p. 89. 
laſt Edit. 125. Depones, The Profeflor anſwered, that theſe 
Terms Dependent and Independenr were unfit. Mr. Stirling Wir. 
26. p. 95+ laſt Edit. 131. Depones, Thar theſe Terms dent 
and Independent were not mentioned in Scripture, conſe- 
quently were not fit to be uſed on this Subject. : 

By the former Depoſitions it appears, that the Subject was the 
zerſonal Properties ot the Father and Son, and the Son's deriving 
his Divine. Perfections from the Father. 
y 4tly, Theſe who depone what was further objected to this An- 
Wer. rn... 

There are two Witneſles whe give the 2d Objection in two 
Branches, and ſpeak of the Profeſſor's giving an Anſwer to the 
firſt Part, before the ſecond was propoſed; theſe two are Mr. 
Brown Wit. 6. p. 82. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, The Objector in- 
ſiſted, chat if the Son was not independent in the ſame Senſe in 
which the Father was, he could not ſee that he could be neceſſar- 
ly exiſtent. And Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. p. 82. laſt Edit. 119. In 
whatever Senſe we took it (vix. Independent) if he were not In- 
dependent, he could not de neceſlarily exiſtent; and the ſecond 
Branch of this Objection was according to Mr. Brown, and if the 
Son be not neceſſarily-exiſtent, tis poſſible he might never had a 
Being; and by Mr. Boyd, then 'tis poſſible the Son might not 
haye been; and the Father might have been without him. 
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Two others join both Parts of the Objection together, but ſay 


nothing of the firſt Objection; theſe are Mr. Barr Wit®15. p. 87. 


laſt Edit. 123. Depones, That when a Student argued, that if the 
Son was not independent, he was not [neceffarly-exiſtent, and fo 
might not have been, and the Father might ſhibly have been 
without him; Mr. Maclae Wit. 20. p. 96. laſt Edit. 127. De- 
pones, The Objection was to this Purp6ſe, If the Son was not In- 

dent, then he was not neceſſarly-· exiſtent; and if fo, then it 


, 


was poſſible he might not have exiſted, and the Father might 


have been without him. | | 
Other rwo mention only, the ſecond Parr of the ſecond Obje- 


'Rion, wiz. Mr. Lang ford Wi. 10. 25 83. laſt Edit. 119; who 
n 


Depones, The Objection was, If the Son of Go p be not Indepen- 
dent or felf-exiſtent, he might not have been. Mr. Hamilton 
Yu 17. p. 89. laſt Edit. 135. Depones, The Student urged fur- 
r, that then the Son might not have been. 

_ $thly, As to the Anſwers to this Obſection, Mr. Brown Wit. 6. 
p.81. laſt Edit, 117. and Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. p. 81. laſt Edit. 119. 
who divide the 2d Objection (vide ſupra) and make the Profeſſor 
give an Anſwer to the firſt Part, before propoſing the 2d Part, 
pone upon quite different Anſwers. 

The one, viz. Brown, makes it to be theſe Terms are imperti- 
nent, p. 81. laſt Edit. 117. the other Boyd, How do you know 
that >? p. 82. laſt Edit. 119. | | | 

, 6thly, Mr. Maclge Wit. 20. p. 90. laſt Edit. 127 · and Mr. Barr 


Wit. 15. p. 87; laſt Ed. 123. who join both Parts of the 2d Ob- 


jection together (ut ſupra) make the Anſwers alſo quite different, 
Barr deponing, that he heard the Profeſſor ſay, How do ye know 
that; and Maclae, that this was not determined by Reaſon; and 
theſe Terms were not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent. 

_ 7thly, Mr. Langford Wit. 10. p. 83. laſt Ed. 119. and Mr. Ha- 
milton p. 89. laſt Ed. 125. who mention only the latter Part of 
the 2d Objection (vide their Depoſitions ſupra) make the Anſwer 
much the ſame, How do you, or how do we know that? N 

8y, Witneſſes 6th and gth, who divide the 2d Objection (at 
ſupra) differ alſo in thæ Anſwer given to it, Mr. Brown ſaying, 
we know not theſe Things, or we know not if he might have had 
a Being or not (concerning which the Defendant remarks he is 
ſingular) Mr. 6 Wir. 9. forgot the particulat Anſwer to this; 
but the laſt Words were, That it is a philoſophical Nicety which 
we know nothing about. Which ſeems to be the Concluſion ot 
the whole Debate. And Mr. Hamilton Wit. 17. ſpeaks to the 
ſame Purpoſe, tho more doubtfully, viz. That we are not fo 


. nicely to philoſophize, when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the Tri- 
nity; or that theſe were philoſophical Niceties. 8.8 


9thly, It is to be obſerved, that there are ſome witneſſes, who 
can give no Account of the Objection, or Manner of it, do yet 


 depone ſome Scrapes of the Anſwer to it, as Mr. Duncan Wit. 
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N 'Depohe,” That a Student propofing 4' Difficulty, Which he 
thought aroſe from ne Lhe Se erp and itf 
ing this fats, che Deponent remembers the Queſtion con- 
cerning Curis T's Necelfary-exiſterice' came to be handled; but 
does not remember the Way in which it was propoſed, wiz. 
Whether diteMly or by Inference. And he thinks the Profeſlor 
Raid in his Anfwer to this, we do not Fnbw, or that it Was 3 
thing we knew nothing about, or otfier Words which the Depo- 
nent is certain did bear no other neceffary Meaning. And De- 
pones futther, that when the Profeffor was ſpeaking to the fore- 
_ Student, the Profeſſor · did ſay ſome Term or Frcs, which 
e Stiident Aſed on that Occafion, were impertinent; but dares 
not condeſctud on ahy Thing more particular, wich teſpect to 
the Terms uſed. Mr. Metk Wit. 16. p. 83. laſt Edit. 124. De- 
ponts, That when an Objection was made by 4 Student, as mens 
tioned in the Libel and former Depofitions, he heard the Profeſſor 
anſwer,” Neither you not I know any Thing about that. Both 
Which depohre, that tHere was fomething or other, which (on 
that Occaſion) the Profeſfot ſaid we do not know, but do give 
no Account What that was. And Mr. Johnſton Wit. 29. p. 97. 
laſt Ed. 144: at Head,  ſeeths to hint what ir was in theſe Words, 
That when a Student made an Objection about the Son's being in- 
dependent of the Father, the Profeſſot anſwered, Do you think 
that he is independent of his Father? Certainly none can ſuppoſe 
or affirm that, and that he is not begotren, tho our ſhallow and 
finite Capacities cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have any Notion 
of the modus or Manner of his Generation. | | 
And certainly this could not fail to have been mentioned in this 
Debate, which happened only once, and when the Profeſſor was 
Extremely indiſpoſ et. r 
The Arhount of the whole, fo far as can be gathered from ihele 
Parcels metrtioned by the Witneſſes, appears to be this. £ 
That when the Profeffor was explaining the. perſonal Proper - 
ties of the Father and Son, and ſhewing that the Son being. eter- 
nally begotten of the Father, had his divine Perfections, and per- 
ſonal Exiſtence or Subſiſtence from the Father, in his eternal Ge- 
neration; (whichis the common Doctrine of our Proteſtant Divines) 


upon this Mr. William Brown a Student, ſaid he was difficulted by | 


this, becauſe ic ſeemed to derogare from the Son's Independency 3 
for if the Son had, or derived his divine Perfections from the Fa- 
ther, he would be dependent, or not independent. The Anſwer ſeems 


to have been, if the Term Independent be taken in ſuch a Senſe, 


as to include the Father's per ſonal Property, it would not agree 
to the Son; and the Terms Dependent and Independent not being 
d in Scripture, and dename dnor, becauſe applycd common - 
ly to Creatures, in a Senſe that cannot agree to the Perſons of the 
nity, they were unfit, improper, or impertinent to be uſed for 
expreſſing the Properties or e of che divine Perſons, men 
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Then the Student urged, chat in Whatever Senſe we took-the 
Word Independent, unleſs the Son were independent in the ſame 
Senſe the Father was, he could not be.neccffarily exigenc. __... 
1 To Which, according to Mr. Brown, the Profetfor anſwered, 
4 theſe Terms are impertinent, and according to Mr. Boyd, he be- 
ö gan his Anfwer, How do you know that? Then the Ohjector 
4 added, and if the Son be nor neceffarily-exiſtent, ir is poſſible he 
I might not have been, and the Father might haye been withor 

1 him. To whick according to Mr. Brown. the Profeſſor repli 


we know not theſe things, or we know not whether, he tight 
have had a Being or not; in whicthe is ſingular. WEy 4 

But according to Barr, Witneſs 15«.the Anſwer to both 

10 

q 


Parts of the Ohjection was, How do ye En that ? And ac- 
cording. to Mr. Langford, Witneſs b0. #30 | mentions.ogly 
the laſt part of this Objection, the Anſwer is, How do ye 
bnow ths ? And Mr. Hamilton, who likewiſe only mentions 

the 2d Part of the Objection ; how do ye, or how do we 
'know that : And alſo Mr. Marlae, ho with Barr joins' both 
parts together, ſays the Anſwer: was, that Affair - was not 
determined by Reafon, and theſe Terms were not uſed in 
Scripture, and were impertinent, where both Mr. Brown's 
Anſwer and Mr. Maclae's, are quite different, and both ſm- 
gular in this part of the Anſwer, | 


- By the concurring: Teftimonies, the Anſwer to this Obje · 
Gion is how do ye, or we know this, which is an ordinary 
way of denying the Conſequence, or putting the Objector to 
prove it. After which, the Profeſſor ſeems to have given 
them ſome Reaſons to ſhew the Fatſhood of 'this, Conſe- 
quence, and the Unreaſonablenels of uſing; 9 4 

Terms to expteſs the Properties or Relations of the 
divine Perſons, as particularly, according to Mr. Fob 
fon's De poſition, that to ſay the Son was Independent, in tHe 
ſame Senſe the Father was, was all one as to ſay he was Ui 
begotten, and none would fay he was ſo Independent as not 
to be begotten of him; and therefore to infer If he was not 
thus independent of the Father, he was not neceſſarily exi- 
ſtent, or might not have been, was all one as to ſay, that 
unleſs the Son was Unbegotten, he might poſſibly not ha ve 
been, which was a 'very falſe Conſequence. 
And Peoples making uſe of theſe Terms that are not uſed 
in Seripture, to expreſsrhe Relations of the divine Perlons, 
and to argue from them againſt plain Seripture Revelation; 
about tłe eternal Generation of the Son, which we can deter- 
mine nothing about by Reaſon, leads us into the modus theres 
of: And to talk of the perſonal Independency ot the Son, 
with reſpect to the Father, which are Things we know no⸗ 
thing about, for want of divine Revelation ; and therefore 
the whole Series of theſe Objections is nothing but a Quible, 
be or 
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We Nicety taken out the wrong uſe and meat 
2 55 * | 


of Ter pap | 
n the w pole, it appears the Proſeſſor was ſo far from 
denping the neceffiry exiſtence of the Son, that be rather 
armed it by denying the Conſequenc of the 2d ObjeRion, 
N from the concurring Tefflmonies of four of the 
e laid the Profeſſor anſwered, How do you bnow 
253 the Terms be faid were unfit, improper, or imperti- 
nent, whey talking of the Trinity (by the faceſaid concurri 
Teftimonies) were the Terms Dependentand Independent, wx. 
fonts alſo. Neceſſarily. exiſtent, to expreſs the perſonal Re- 


tions of the divine Perſons, by which he reprehended the 
bjeFor, and cautioned. the Scudenty againft this Abuſe of 
them, but did got at all ſay they were. paßt, improper, or 
impertinent, tg expreſs the eſſential Perfections common tg 
all the divine Perſons ; as the Depolitions of ſame of the Wit- 
neſſes may be under flood when taken apart, from what ig 
more fully deponed by other concurring Witneſſes, that men: 
tion the particular, uſe in which they are ſaid to be imperti- 
nent, vix. to .expreſy the Relations of the divine Perſon 
but they cannot in Juftice be taken thus. ſeparately in the 
preſent Cale, ſeeing all the 12 Witneſſes depone on a Cons 
rerſation that happened, bye gage, 304 Fontinged due r Er 
inutes. | 0g" 55 VER) 
"The Defendant therefore humbly reſerp it to the Conſide- 
ation of this. Venerable Aﬀembly, how far ohis plain and 
ing View of the Ve poſſitions bf the Witnefles, on the Con- 
yerfation betwixt him and the foreſaid Student, does excul- 
Bat gi from the ſecond and fourth Propoſitions, into which 
the laft Aſſembly ſummed up the ſecond add third Articles 
of the Libel, viz. that his teaching his Scholars, That the Ne- 
reſſary e 7 28 of the Son of God was q thing we know not, and 
tha theſe Term . and Indepenlency, were im- 
N and not tq be uſed when talking of the Trinity, and 
that they were Philoſophical Niceties we hne wy nothing about. 
Eodem die pot meridiem, The Committee being now to 
give their judgment, as to the Import of the Profeſſor's 
iroynds of Alleviation, they cauſed to be again read to them 
the four Propoſitions found relevant by the Aſſembly, and al- 
fo the Profeffor's faid Grounds ; and then the Committee di, 
-miturely conſider the ſame, with all the gther Grounds an 
Arguments that had been inſiſted upon by the Profeffor for 
Alleviation,and after full Reaſoning MD eutod amongſt then. 
ſelves; and before proceeding to the Vote, the Profe ſſor was 
heard do add, what he had further to ſay for aleviating any 
Cenſure, that he may be found to have incurred from the 
Articles libelled and proven againſt him; and many Members 
2, 
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found a great Aﬀnity be 


th, 
apd ſuftained the 4th relevant, but pr 9 d no fi thes 
thereypan, The fat d Report n ll follo 1 Ss TE THY 


hayj acgned, the Profe 4 neve ine 
wh ping acy he vdr = e xp 
Property of 2 Father, the Profcifor was defired to ae 4 
own'd the Son to be 17 5 neceſſarily often of the 15 
a$ the Father was of None ? oe Bid, E could n prefer — 
ly give an Anſwer to that Qu n, for it won require. 
ſome Time to anſwer it; and] he 1 it he could re 
the Words, and that ifhe ſhould anſwer it, ſo 
bim diſhoneſt in his greſcgr Circyrpftances, 
there were ſeveral orthodox Divines, who 
7 who affirmed at the begerting öf 8 
by Neceſſity or Will, but b Nature, and 
Queſtion, would be to make a new Article 
was not Proper for him to do ; but if the A aby ee 
40 5 10 Git, with all his Heart, or, he 8 know what to 
And 2 further declared, That he adhered to ay Pa- 
fo: al ed in to the lat Aſſembly the 1 che of with 
25 to this Pad, * After which 5 


me rw, thin 


ut, whether what js contained in the Profe 72 $ Hans 

xculpation, and what he has pled before the C ommittee 
utficient to Wane or got? And the Vote bein ſtate 
alleyiate or not ? {t farried Not. And therefore the Com- 
mittee give it as ae mble Oyinjon to the Aſſembly, Thaz 
be Grounds of Exculdation 3 inſifted an 5 the rofeſſor, for alle. 
viating any Cenſure, that they may 1 found to have incurred 


om the 2d and 24 Aviicls libelled and rove bi are 
25 ſufficient 4 2 Effe8.” * $90 N,, 4 . 


March 16. Comm ittee ayin upon Wedng day laft 
23th, taken i in yy 5 the be 8 vos W en la the 
appointed to con ſider the 4th Ackiche of the Lihe] againf 
Profeſſor Simnſon, they compared the ſame with the De poſt» 
tions of the itneſſes related to 1 and allowed che P! 
ſeſſor to give in, in vriting What he thonght made 5 10x him 
in the Depoſitions of theſe or other Witneſſes, Thing dela yed the 
Conſideration of dil ſaid Report, and other $ tal 
to the foreſaid Article, .untill a nothex Meetin hey 7 
being to fall to the C on eration of mn? ach Article." — 
cauſed the foreſaid Repo #6 be again 1 and co 
It with the D Depoſstisn 5 of t Vicks therein westen 


and alſo, what the Aſſembly, May 13 ante meridiem, did up- 


on the ſaid Article, was read ron their Minutes, where they 
twixt that 4th Article and the 5t 


a 


© The 


or gary refs not beive a with the pong of this Sederuns, he gave 
: 2 to A Committee; March 19. 4 Full Accaunt ef ub . 1 9 FS 


ch is Printed in the Fe of that Day, 
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en Pa r to conſider the 4th A 
cle of the Libel. as ined relevant by the Any, 
viz. Mr. Simſon's Teaching as bis own Opinion, the Three 
75 of the Trinity are not 10 be ſaid 10 be Numgerically One 
n Subſtance or Eſſence; find, Mr. William Dengifton, N. 
depones, That beard the Pro ofeſſor this Seſſion give it as bis 
own Optnion, That the Three Perſons in the Ti TRY er 1 
ol to be Numericall 1555 in 2 | 
Al Mr. lr 


| 


7 ſay, 0 toy, 2 
4 Numerical or Specifi 19; 7 Nome ical, : 
would be Sean; then it makes Three 
gods: But is not po tive KY: + gu Profe or £ gave this Re- 
mark as bis own Jayme or of ihe Nicene Fathers. 


The foreſaid Re port Depohtion of Witneſſes, and Pro- 
reedings of the af embly bei bg reads the Profeſſor was heard 
toread [che Paper he had by the Committee's Allowance pre- 

pared, containing his Remarks upon the Depofitionsz and 
— he had given the ſame in to the Clerk, be was allowed 
to add what he had further to ſay hpOn chat a The 
uv of re follows, | 


-. 


R. Blivurk Boyd 8 77. at t 
End, and 78. 2520 pa Þ rotor as tea 1 
ing on Mark de Trinitaze, & 5, on the ele Words, SLE 
as perſonas convenire tune | ung efſentia, 4 

pen opubuouey, expreſſerunt Niceni; Depones he heard _ 
the Er ofeſſor ſay, That we were not to e <4 
Dy oe, either a Numerical or Sperifical 2155 
ſence; for if Numerical, thei It ba + 15 Sabe "2 
Aianiſm; and if Specifical, then it would make Three 
"Gods: But that it was taſis eſſentia qua Ae, 
tres 2 unum Deum. But Zbecher 


8 Profeſſor gave it as his own Jud; ment, or of 

. Nicene Fathers, he does not remember. ye 
y thinks that the Profeſſor ſaid theſe Words, Th 

b, it Opin talis = 7 admittir, De. as as his o 4 | 
r nion. , 


he- Profeſſor taught the whole in Latin, and 


t remembe 
— EE .no I r that this was Ert Y * 
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| Witneſs. 5. Mr. Deani on, J. $0. nea rthe End. 
N he heard the Profefſor this Oy ive it 
bis own Opinion, That the Three Pet ſons in 
the Triniya te not to be ſaid to be either Numeri⸗ 
2 or Specifically Ong in Eſſence, and that it was 
ch an 

_ eluded Three Gods. And depanes, the 

uttered theſe Propoſitions. in Latin. This "ring 

E He is 1 a Tranſlation, can prove nothing, the Yoo 
in. being deponed, 101 fingular, That he taught it 


* vn 10 * jp Opinion, wiepaue refcaining he Manny 
. ku , eff , wit. 10. f. $3.5 Uiges from the Foot, 
. yg Pt Tha he heard .the Proteſſor bring a 
* walk, * l out, of Ariftorle, (as he heſt remembers) 
* Wo ing ca which Definition, Numerical Efſencs 
2X 1% meg of an * Perſon, which gam 


15 Fs appar ted * gather; And in chis 
ined. Profe Not 1 laid, That the Bleſſed Tyivity 
reftra col box rhe * in Namber, becauſe then there 
_ t One Perſoa in the Godhead, Is not 
t Profefior nſed theſe very Words. 
858 = p45 a Fete 10 1 the Meaning to a Senſe chat as 
* 2 5 | | green to Oue Perſan, : | 

TY Barr, Wit. 16. F. 87, near the Post, Des 
That this Seſſion he heard the Profeflor, 


. when  rexeblog pgs hope 3-$ 3: 6f-the Foofeſ 


2 d ge 1 0 the I Properties of the Qn 


— 
of his Depoſition are the Profef. 


Kb; not Noe as tp the Words, 
25 with t he firſt two Witneſſes in 
Artic 15 : They, in reaching Mark; and this 
_ | 19 Wit. 15 . P. 89. Depones, 

ſ oteffor ſay, That, the Perſons of the 


5 of. the.ſame Specifical Efſente, be- 
"eauſc men F 28018 be Tritheiſmi; nor of the * 


Numerical Fence; if taken in the Senſe it was ta» 
*enby fo 


'Perſon. fo 
it ane ene — 141 — —— 


the Profeſſor, when (peaking of the Trinity, ſay, 
That it was alis Unites que excludit Trine mum, 
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5 as included I hree Perſon ag 4 
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#962; , = za atera, que. i. 
eludit tres. perſonas I9 1 eu. rreſtratned 
Mr. Myer, Witneſs 19, Page 90, , Depones, Senſes _ 
That this Seſfivn of the College he heard the 
Profeſſorx teach, when ſpeaking of | the Unity ot 
Onene t ot the Subſtance of the Perſons ot the 
Godhead, That it could not be One Specifieet 
Sub ſlauce, elſe it would lead to Die; it | 
could not be Numerical; as applied to Creatures, reſtrained 
elle it would lead to that of Sabelliani/yr, of be Senſe and 
the ſame with joyou#roy, which is their Charg. Lime, the 
rater. But the orthodox Divines made uſe of th ſame with 
Term One Numerical, or One Subſtance in Nam. Barr. 
bers ina very good Senſe. To which he agreed. 


Co IF; + | 14 i |; $45 4 
Lewis Chapman, Wit, 22, P. 92 Pane he haas 
beard the Profe ſſor teach, as his own pinion, 4 7 
That the Terms Numerical and Specifecal, when 12 
applied to SabRances, and taken in the Senſe fre». | 


A 


quently uſed in the Schools, ought not, or could, _ 
not be applied to the Perſons of the ini, (be... 
cauſe the erm Numerical, when taken in tbr 
Senſe, excluded Three Perſons; and that of Spegi- reſtralued 


fical, would infer Three Gods, But that this ve Senſe, 
were always to maintain, That there muft be 
Three Per ſont and ee 


Mr. Stirling, Wit. 26. P. 95. Depones, Fhat this 
Seſſion he heard the Profeffor ſay, the Three Per- 
ſons in the Trinzry, could not be ſaid to be either. 
of one Numerical Subf#ance, or one Specifical Sub. 
2 as theſe Terms were uſed by the Ariſlotse- 

an Philoſophers, when applied to rational Crea. ; 
tures; becauſe, if they were faid to be of one N. ws 
merical Subſtance, as that Term is uſed by theſe 
Philoſophers, they would be but One Perſon; and | 
if they were ſaid to be of one Specifical Subſtance, __ 
they would be Three Gods.  Depones, That he reftrained 
heard the Profeſſor ſay, That they were ſo One as Senſe and 
to be Three Perforr, and fo Three Perſons as to be Time» 


but One God, | 

- Upon the whole, both as laid in the Libel, and 
deponed by the Witneſſes, That tis only theſe. 
Terms the Profeſſor is there ſpeaking ol. 

240, As laid in the Libel, and deponed by the 
Witneſſes, the Profeſſor is ſaid to deny that the 
Three Perſons in the Trinity, are to be laid either 
Numerically or Specifically One in Subſtance or Eſ- 
fene; but added, they were ſo the ſame as tobe "IS 
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d n Three reren While he degies them 
ben to be Specifically One in Subſtance or Eſſente, he de- 
niet them to be Three Gods. And thersſore when 

ne denies them to be Numrerically One in Subſtancꝭ 

Kie can only be ſuppoſed to deny them to be Ob 

"Perſon, and not denying them to be One God» 

Which the Libel expreſly owns he affirmed, and 


4 


„ - , the Witneſſes prove. | ISS, at 
Due Subſtarice in Number, is alſo taken by the 
+,” "*Adverfariesof the Truth in a bad Senſe. See P. 


Zs of the printed Caſe. - 5thiy; This Phrdſe, Ons 
mn ance in Number, &c. K en 
the Commniittee went on to conſider the Proof of the 
foreſaid 4th Article, and cauſed the Depoſitions of the Wit. 
nefſes on that Article to be read from the Minutes of the 
Presbytery of Glaſzow,and they reaſoned upon each of them, 
and the Profeſſor's Remd*fks therefipon ſeverally ; and then 
having conſidered the whole, together with What che Profes 
ſor had owhed in his Anſwers; as marked in the 5$th Page, 
S 2. of the laſt Impreſſion of his Cafe, viz. That be carefully 
avoids confounding One undivided inſeparable Eſſence m11b One 
Subftarice' in Number, they before coming to the Vote did a- 
ain, hear the Profeſſor ſay, what he had further to add itt 
is Defence; and he having removed, the Committee after diſ- 
courſing fully, and maturely configering the whole of what 
they had heard,put the Queſtion, Pherber ibis fourth Article o 
2be Libel was ſufficiently proven or not? And the Roll being cat. 
led, and Votes marked, it carried proven; And therefore ths 
Committee give, as theit Opinion to the Aſſembly, that this fourth 
Article of rhe Libel againft Profeſſor Simſon is clearly proven; 
and the Profeſſor being called in, this was intimated to him. 
March 18th, poſt metidiem. The Committee being now reſol - 
ved to conſider the Fth Article of the Libel, which bears, That the 
Profeſſor affirmed, That the three Perſons of the Trinity were all in- 
deed One God, and had all the fame infinite Divine Perfictions; and 
added; That whether the Subject of theſe Perfections was different, 
was a Metaphyſital Queſtion, we nteded not determine. The ſaid 
Article being read, and the Depoſitions of the. Witneſſes took'd' in. 
to, the Committee found as to this Article, That Mr. William Boyd 
the gth Witneſs depones, 'That in December 1725 the Profeſſor 
ſaid, that the Perſons of the Trinity were dll indeed One God, thas 
it, have all the ſame infinite Divine Perfettions, but whether the 
Subject of theſe Perſections be different was another Queſtion, and pere 
haps too metaphyſical for us to determine; and they find no other 
Witneſs concurring with him on that Article; but the. Aſſembly 
has found, that there is a great Affinity berwixt this and the pre- 
cording 4th Article, and fo the Committee leaves the Releyancy 
* , an 
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and Proof of this 5th. Article to the Aſſembly's own Conſide- | 


ration. 


% 


Ihen tit Committee went on to the geh Article, which was 


tead out of the Libel, as it ſtands in the Presbytery of Gla/gow's 
Minutes, viz. That the Profeſſor affirmed that in the Trinity there 


are three intelligent Agents or Beings. After diſcourſing ſometime 
upon the Relevancy of this Article, it was propoſed by ſome of 
the Members, and unatiimouſly agreed to by the Commirtce, that 
the Rcjevancy of it 5 be conſidered in thir Terms, viz, That 
the Profeſſor affirmed that in the Trinity there were three intelli- 
gent Beings; and the Profeffor being heard in his Defence, as to 
the Relevancy of this Article as ſo ſtated, he ſaid, That there are 
ſeverals who take the Word Being for the moſt. abſtracted Notion 
uf the Word Ens, fo as to hemly Whatever really is, whether it 
it be Subſtance, Accident, Mode, Relation,, or whatever elſe really 
is: So that whatever we underſtand * Nature of the Perſons 


of the Trinity they really are; and re in this Senſe alone 
May be called Beings, altho* confid the, ordinary Uſe of the 
Word Being, when applied to God, he. thinks it a very unſuitable 
and unſafe Term, and is perſuaded he never us'd it in his Teaching, 


Whatever he might do in explaining the abſtract Notion of that 


Term, to ſatisfy any Student, in ſhewing him that it might be 


true in the abovementioned abſtract Senſe; and he dogs not at all 
remember rhe Conference with Mr. Brown mentioned im his Depo- 
fition, in Which he is ſingular. Then the Committee having heard 
nd conſidered this Defence, and having allo heard read the Pro- 
ſſor's An{wers, as they ſtand in his printed Caſe, p. 59 after 
talking fully upon the Subject, did unanimouſly find the foreſajd 


— 


Article relevant, as it is above ſtated, > Aron apt 
Next the Committee took under Conſideration the Proof o 

this Article; and the Depoſitions of Mr. Brown the 6th, and Mr. 
Bain the 7th Witneſſes, Re Fad from the Presbytery's Minutes 5 
the Profeſſor ohjected to the ſaid Witnefles cheir Oaths, that they 
did not concur as to the particular Time and Place; that Mr. 
Bain was very young, and had been bur a ſhort Time at the Pro- 


feſſion ; that they are not poſitive, and that of all the 30 Wirneſſes 
that 5 87 in his Cauſe, there is none but Mr. Bain that depanes 


on theſe Words he mentions as taught by him in th Divinity - ball, 


tho” they were all examined on that Article, The Committee Ra- 


ving heard the ſaid Depofitions and Objections made to them. they 
did agree to lay the ſaid Proof as it ſtands before the  Aﬀembly, 
and do.. report that they find, That Mr. William Brown depones, 
That he being in Converſation with the Profeſſor upon the Head 0 
the Trinity, he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That in the Trinity, th 
were three intelligent Agents or Agencies; which the Profeſſor fur 
ther explaining, the Deponent replyed, "That according to ' what the 
Profeſſpr had ſaid, there muſt likewviſe be three Beings, to which as 
the Peporient beſt remembers, the od ſaid, No Doubt of tba, 


or, 
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er, certainly there muſt, or Words to that purpoſe: And depone?, 


That this Converſation was in the Profeſſor's own Room in the 4 
7 College; and that the Deponent*s Brother Mr. David Brown was q 
iH preſent the whole time, and Mr. Lewis Chapman cane in the tim 
* | of the Converſation, and that the ſamt w is about the latter End of a 
. March 1726. And thit Mr. Jamts Bain depohes, He thinks 60 
„ the beſt of his Remembrance the Profeſſor ſaitl, that in the Trinity 


there are three intelligent Beings; and being interrogate for the Pro- 
feſſor what Time it was he heard theſe Expreſſions, Depones, That 
he cannot be poſitive as to the preciſe time, but that it was ſometimꝭ 
in the Seſſin that begins in October 1725. 45 | 
The Committee alſo finding, That the Profeſfor ſays in his Let. 
ter, March zd. aih p. of his printed Caſe, Thar th perſonal 
Properties of the Perſons of the Trinity are the Foundation of heist 
mutual Relations, and of the Order of their Being and Working ; chey 
reſolved afterward to take ¶ undet cheir Conſideration. 
March 19th, The mee took undet Confideration” the 
Expr eſſibns noticed in YeRerniglit's' Minute, as uſed by the Pro; 
feſſor; That the perſonal 4 age of the Perfom of the Trinity 
are the Foundation of the Order of their Btitis and Working ; and 
and having heard the Profeſſor thereupon, he repreſented, Tharths 
neceſſary Meaning of the Words above. mentioned, is the "ſame 
with the Meaning of thele uſed by Divines concerning the Perſons 
of the Trini y, viz. Modus opeFandi ſequituf modum Eſſendi ; for he 
does not ſay, Of their Beings, which might import different Eſen- 
ces, but, Of their Being. And he is as far from thinking the Perſons 
of the Trinity have different Eſſences, as any Member of the Coms 
mittee; and he takes theſe Words, the Order of Being, to ſignify 
tho ſame as the Order of ſubſiſting or exiſting, only he thought the 
Word Being, a more ordinary Engliſh Word. The Committee 
after ſome Reaſoning upon this Subject, reſolved"'ro add to theit 
Report agreed to eſternight, That the ſaid Claiiſe deſerves the 
Aſſembly's" ſerious Conſideration; and likewiſe that th Committee 
are of Opinion, that it deſerves to be conſidered by the” Aſſembly, . 
That this Article of the Libel i of Affinity with the former fount 
relevant gg ainſi the Profeſſor. , „ * Z 
The Profeſſor delired that” the Minute of Friday's Sederunt the 
Iich current in the Afternoon might be read, wherein his Anſwer 
made to the Queſtion that was then propoſed to him about the 
Neceſſary exiſtence of Chriſt is marked; and the ſame being read, - 
he offered a Paper, wherein he gives his Thoughts as to the ſaid 
"Queſtion; and the Committee having allowed him to read the 
ſame to them, chey appointed Malters Allan Logan," James Craig 
and Alexander Ander{on Miniſters, and the Lord Grange Ruling ' 
Elder, to draw up Obſervations upon the ſaid Paper, and co bring 
them in to the Committee, to be lodged there with in the Clerk 
Hand, and to meer for that End this Night. And the eng 
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ering ſubſcribed his Paper, did put the ſame in the Clerk's Hand. 


cnorWhereof follows. 


T Affair having met, March 15th 1728, in the Afternoon, to 


conſider the Relevancy of the Grounds of Exculpation ↄffered by 
him, and found proven. by them, how far they might alleviate the 
Articles found relevant and proven by the laſt Aſſembly: And 
having granted Mr. Simſon the Favour of being preſent, they rea - 


ſoned upon them a long time, and then allowed him Liberty to 


ſay any thing he thought further needful before they came to 3 


Vote. Whcrespon he replied to as many of the Particulars as 
he could then recollect and thbught of greateſt Mymens, which 
had been ſpoke to by the Members. "PV 
Such as, that ſome Facts had been miſtaken, it having been al - 
ledged, that he had, according to che Depoſitions of Wunelles, de- 
nied Chriſt's Neceſſary- exiſtence three or four Times; whereas by 
the Depoſiuons mentioned in the particular Exculpation on Art. 
4. Caſe, p. 103. by the Aſſembly, Art. 3. compared with the De- 
poſitions that prove this Article, it did not appear he had uttered 
that Expreſſion oftner than once. f - 

He alſo took Notice, that ſome had underſtood his telling the 
different Senſes in which ſome Terms were uled by divers 3 
as if he not only approved ofall thele Senſes of them, bur ſeemed to 
take them as his own Opinion of the Things chemſelves; ſuch as, 
his telling that that Title, The only Trae God was by ſome, both 
ancient and modern, zealous and able Defenders of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, taken to ſignify the Father's per ſonal Property; being 
of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, as if he had not only ap- 
proved of the Senſe of the Words, but |kewiſe maintained it 
as his own Opinion, that the Father alone was the only True God; 
Whereas he neither approved the one nor maintained the other, 
but only related the Fat, and gave ſufficient Caution to the Stu- 
dents to guard them againſt being deceived by the Adverſaries of 
the Truth, from ſuch an Uſe of theſe Terms by its Friends. | 
ie ſhewed the like with ReſpeR to ſeveral other Terms, and 
L of the Teim Nes tried, which had been al- 


Perſon could affix a clear and certain Meaning to it for himſelf, 
2 if diverſe Authors, whether found or unſound in the Faith, af - 
tix'd different Meanings to it; (which it was certain they did) the 
Term was thereby rendered ambiguous beyond the Profeſſor's A- 
bility to help it; and he was of Opinion that by the laſt Aſſem- 
bly's Act, determining the Relevancy of the Proſeſſor's having de- 
nied that the Son of Gop was Neceſſarily exiſtent, they took it to 
mean the eſſential Neceſſary exiſtence of the D vine Nature that is 
common te all the Perſons dux God head; agd chat the Pres- 
0 ' N 2 ; r | x 2 wy K . rery 


He Reyerend Committee of Aſſembly on Profeſſor Simon's . 


edged was a Word of a clear Meaning, and not ambiguous: Up- 
on Which he was obliged to remark, That tho' any intelligent 


re 
—— rc 


| GC 2s | 
tery of Glaſgow took it in a low. hypothetical Senſe, applicahle to 
| —— roms Caſe Page 131, and ſome Authors Forage i- 
gnify the ſame with being of None, neither Begotren nor Proceed - 

FOI 4 N or Yb. ret | 4 

And ſome of the Members having ſaid in their Reaſoning, chat 
they wanted to know what he meant by the eſſential Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of the Son; he ſaid he thought the beſt Way he could ex - 
plain it, in other Words, was in theſe of our Confeſſion and Cate- 
chiſms, Infinite and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, &c. 
It having alſo been ſaid by ſome Members, That they wiſhed 
the Profeſlor would give a further Declatation of his Opinion con 
cerning the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Son, and that the Committee 
might tranſmit any ſuch Declaration to the Aſſembly; and others 
having replied, Thar they would not regard any Declaration he 
ſhou d now make, becauſe Hereticks or falſe Teachers would ſay a+ 
ny Thing might relieve them, when in Danger of Depoſition; or 
Excommunication, and that they were againſt tranſmitting to the 
Aſſembly any Dec aration he might make: He ſaid he would nog 
make any further Declaration about it, becauſe it would be made 
Vie of to charge him with acting diſhoneſtly, and alſo turned to 
be an Argument againſt him, as his laſt Declaration given in 
to the late Aſſembly nad been made Uſe of in the preceeding Rea- 


ſonins. I 


Upon which one of the Members (who as the Profeſſor thinks 
w ſhed he would make ſome Declaration) ſaid he doubted not but 
the Profeſſor would agree with him in believing a Propoficion, 
which he mention'd about the Son's being Neceſſarily Begotten; 
Which ſome Members, who had ſaid they would not regard any 
Declaration the Profeſſor ſhould make, appeared willing he ſhould 
declare his Mind, about which he could not take as any Token of 
their Good will to him. This unexpected Propoſal did ſurpriſe 
Him, and having pauſed a little, to try if he could repeat the Pro- 
8 in his own Mind: All that he could recollect of it was, 
That it contained an Affirmation of che Son's being Neceſſarily Be- 
gotten, compared with ſomething belonging to-the Father: He 

d he could not preſently give his Opinion about it, 
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therefore ſa 


for it would require ſome Time to conſider it, and told them he 
could not repeat it: And again told them he was againſt making 
any further Declaration on that Subject, becauſe ſome would take 
Ir to be done diſhoneſtly in his preſent Circumſtances; he alſo 
told them that Divines, reputed Orthodox on the Trinity, had 
different Sentiments about the Neceſſity of the Son's Generation; 
and that in the Treatiſe publiſhed by the four London Miniſters in 
Defence of the Trinity, to wit, that Part of it called the Harmony 
"of the reformed Churches, in one of the Papers ef that Collection 
it was faid, The Father begot the Son, not by his Will, nor by Ne- 
ceſſity, but by Nature; and if he remembred-aright, Alting ſaid 
che ſame. (and, having looked the Beck fince, he finds 


it in 
Page 


S—_ + 
pagr 64. of chat Treatiſe; by the four London Miniſters, and is a 
Part of the Cteed aſcribed to Damaſus, which is ſubjoined to ihe 
larger Helvetic Confeſſion, which own theit Belief of; he 
alſo finds he was right in what he ſaid of Alting) He added fur- 


ther, That the Neceſſ:y of the Father's begerting the Son was not 


determined in our own, or any other Proteſtant Confeſſion, atleaſt 
iw expreſs Words; and therefore his determining it might be taken 
to be his making a new Article of Faith, or expreſſing ſome old 
ane in new Terms, not uſed in our own Confeſſion or any other, 
which ſome might make a Handle of, to accuſe him of breaking 
the Act ta th of Aſſembly 1710: It was therefore both unſafe 
improper for him to declare any Thing aboũt it. But if the Ge- 
neral Aſſembly ſhould think fit to do it, they might with all his 
Heart. hut with Reſpect to the Neceſſary-exiſlence of the Son of 
God, he thought it was ſufficiently proved by what was plainly 
taught in the tioly Scriptures concerning his infinite Perfections, 
and his being the Creator, Preſerver and Governor of the World, 
and his being the Redeemer of Mankind, which made it utterly 
abſurd to imagine, that ſuch a Perſon might poſſibly not have 
been, or exiſted. He was therefore ſatisfied of the eſſential Ne- 
ceſſary· exiſtencę of che Son of Go, and adhered to the Declata- 
tion given in to the Aſſembly, May 18. This is to the beſt of his 
Remembrance, the Subſtinee of what paſſed in the Committee on 
Friday laſt, March 15th. To which he begs Leave to add, what 
be declared before the laſt Aſſembly in one of his Spceches, name- 

ly, That he thought it ds impoſſible for the Son of Gop not to 
5 been, as it is impoſſible for Gon to lie; to which he alſo 
adheres. | 1 

. He alſo remembers that ſome of the Members di e, That 
the Profeſſor had never yet explained in what Senſe he under- 
ſtood Neceſſary-exiſtence to be the perſonal Property of the Father: 
Concerning which he has already obſesved, that they had under- 
Kood his telling of that Senſe wherein ſome Authors took it, as 
if he had approved of that Uſe of the Term, or that he had 
ſome peculiar Notion of his own, of Neceſſary-exiſtence being 
the perſonal W of the Father; whereas his Opinion is, 
when theſe Authors take Neceſſary exiſtence to ſignify the perſonal 
Property of the Father, they mean his being abſolutely of None, 
or Unoriginate: But he was diverted from ſpeaking more part» 
cularly to this, and ſeveral other Things that had been ar by 
the Members, by their defiring him to declare his Mind 
forelaid Propoſition; and cannot but think his Circumſtances ve- 
xy hard, that altho' he had affirmed the Propoſition, yet, aceord- 
ing to what ſeveral Members had before - hand declared, he ſhould 
be eſteemed diſhoneſt and diſingenuous in doing it; and that, on 
the ther Hand, by declining to give his Mind of it, it ſhould be 
_ a Handle of againſt him to judge him crroncous or here- 
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30 | F 
is a true Repreſentation of the Facts above · mentioned, 


This 
ro the b 


ow what may be his Miſtakes therein, and declares himſelf 


moſt willing to correct them. This ſigned at Edinburgh, March 


"19th, 1728. by OLE 
March 20. The Sub- committee appointed Yeſterday Forenoon, 
to draw up Remarks upon the Profeſſor's Paper, giving his Thoug his 
as to the Queſtion propo ed to him, about the Neteſſary exijuence 
of Chriſt, having brought in their Report, the Minute of Friday 
Afiernoon relating to this Subject, the Profeſſor's foreſaid Paper, 
and the Sub-commirtee's Remarks thercupon were all read, and 
the ſaid Paper and Remarks were compared together, and theſe 
Remarks were agreed to, and ordered to be taken in by the Cie: ey; 
to ly in retentis with the other Papers belonging to this Committee. 
The Tenor whereof follows. i gan i ugh 


HE Committee taking to Conſideration the Paper given in 
by Profeſſor Simſon anent their Minute March 15th, poſ 


* meridiem which he defires to be laid before the Aſſembly,” thought 


meer thereupon to remark. * 7 T7 

That whereas the Profeſſor owns it appear'd by the Depoſitions 
of Witneſſes, Thar once at leaſt he had uttered an Expreſſion de- 
nying Chriſt's Neceſſary· exiſtence. That he had pleaded this ought 
to be accounted only a Trip in Speech, ſeeing he taught the Ar> 


ticles of our Confeſſion. Some Members of the Committee rea» 


loned, That the Groſſneſs of the Article it ſelf would hardly al ow 
any to think, it was a meer Trip in Speech, and the Witneſſes 
ſhew he taught this, both in his explaining the Confeſſion Faith, 
and again when explaining the Latin Syſtem. Further the Pro- 
feflor had refuſed to ſatisfy the Presbytery of Glaſgow, when que- 
ried by them anent this; as alſo, he had not cleared himielf of 


this Charge in his Anſwers to the Libel, and in all the Procedure 


of the judicatories of this Church with him about this Article, he 
Hath never come up fairly to own the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our 
Lord IESUS Cre r, whence they concluded the Matter could 


not be alleviated, by alledging it was a Trip in Speech. Agair 
though the Profeſſor taught the Confeſſion of ach, this —.— 
alleviate, ſeeing he declares, that Chriſt's Neceſſary-ęxiſtence is no 


| Article of our Confeſſion; and that diverſe of theyEfſential Perft 


tions of the Divine Nature, mentioned in our Conſeſſion, ſeem'd 


by the Profeſſor to be accounted the perſonal Properties of the Fa- 


ther; alſo his teaching the Conſeſſion at one Time, would never 
1 that he had not taught at another Time what was incon- 


there wich. 2 1 19. 23 8 34 nde 
wa 


of the Profeſſors Remembrance; but it being very 
ble he may be miſtaken in ſome ot them, he is deſitous to 


Joun Stiusox. 
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come further to be conſidered. when the Committee proceed upon 
that Article® And as to that of che Neceſſary-exifitnch of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt; ſeverals of the Committee fhew?d bow ſtrangeit was to 
them; that the Profcftor ſhould till: concea! his Mind as to chis 
gieat ruth by, pretending that the Term was ambiguous, while 
ere needed nor, ſo great Difficulty ro conceive of Neceſſary exi- 
ftence, and to affirm, or deny it of our Lord Je'us Chriſt. Indeed 
the Proteffor rejected a low Senſe thereof mentioned by him, and 
conſidęring it as an eſſential Perfection, owned it belonged to Chriſt, 
but not as it was the perſonal Property of the Father, though he had 
not explained that Senſe, how it was the perſonal Property of the 
Father, and did not agree to the Son. And it juſtly ſeemed 
ſtrange, chat when the Proſeſſor afterwards attempting to explain 
Wee ſpoke of it as the ſame with Being F none, nei- 
ther begotten nor procerding, or being abſolutely of None, and un- 
originate, while that ſeems to be expreſt by Neceſſary-exiſtence and 
Beimg ef nom, are diſtin Conceptions. And as to the Explicari: 
on he now offers of e dy being infinite and un- 
changeable in Wiſdom, &c. though theſe Perfections mult all ſtand 
connected in the ſame Subject, yet their Conceptions are diſtin; 
and ſurely the being infinite and unchangeable cannot explain Ne- 
ceſſary· exiſtence, 1 taken for the perſonal Pr of the Father, 
which was the thing in queſtion, unleſs the Profeſſor would hereb 
e Jealouſy, as if he looked o theſe other Attributes to be alſo 
he Properucs ofthe Father, not agreeing to the Son-. 155 
As tõ the other - Things in the Profeſſor's Paper, the Committee 
can find nothing from them chat doth thew that their Minute of March 
T5: is not juſt and fair, and as full as was mnedful: Only they are 
firpriſed that the Profeſſor blames the Members for diverting him 
from explaining Neceſſarylexiſtence was the perſonal Property of the 
Father and not agreeing to the Son when it was after the Profeſſor 
had gone oft from this Point, that one of the Members of whom 
he juſtly reckons, that the Perſon wiſh'd he wou'd make ſome De 
claration, and might have added, that the Committee might find 
him ſound in this great Article; yet. therein he ſtill declined to 
flicw'his Mind, as is ſet forth in the Committees Minutes. 
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OBSERVATIONS on the Subcontmitgee's Re- 


miarks on Profeſſor Simſon's Paper given in to the 
Committee March 19th, containing a true. State 
of what paſſed betwixt him and the Members of 
the Committee the 15th of Match laſt, when they 
were confidering the Grounds. of his Pxenlpation; 
which as be thought, had not been fully enough re- 


preſented in that Days Minute. 
» | PSs 45. 2928 2 T 
Honcerning which Remarks the Profeſſor craves leave to ob- 
C ſerve in general, That the Committees Paper does not con- 
tradict or controvert the Truth of any one Fact or Expreſſion there» 
in repreſented; and therefore the Defendant's Narration is to be 
look d upon as unqueſtionably. true; and by comparing this Ac- 
count of it in the Defendant's Paper, with the Account gf it in the 


. 9 


Committee Minute Marth 15th, it will be found, he had Rea 


ſor; to complain of it as defective, 


* 


But the Deſendant begs leave to make afew Obſervations on the 
ſeveral Paragraphs of theſe Remarks: Ag to the frſt he obſerves, 


v, That the Profeſſor owns that once at leaſt, he denied Chrift's 


Neceſſary Exiſtence. He anſwers, That he is only ſpeaking of 
d — 


what the laſt Aſſembly had judged relevant and proven; an 
fore is to be underſtood, as uſual, of giving, not gratting it 


were fo, :. 2 . | 3 I 
adi, He obſeryes, That the Groſſneſs of the Expreſſion proves 


* 


a Miſtake of the Witneſſes in hearing; ſeeing only three of thirty 
Witneſſes examined mention any 7 it; yet all of them — 
have been ſurpriſed with it, had they heard it, and they could not 
miſſed to have obſerved it, and remembred it alſo. And the De- 
fender craves the Depoſitions may be pointed our, which declare 
he uttered it on the Confeſſion 3 for as laid in the Libel and decla · 
red by the Witneſſes, tis only alledged he uttered it when teach- 
ing on the Syſtem de creatione, in that Seſſion begun October 1725: 
And none of the ſaid three Witneſſes declares, that in the follow 
ing Seſſion he heard the Defendant ſay, That Profeſſor Mark's 
© Argument was not good againſt the 4riſtorelians : ** But he gave 
| 4 ſame Reaſon for it which he had given the. preccedigg 
on: Therefore there is no Evidence from the Witneſſes, that 
he taught this both in his explaining the Confeſſion of Faith, and 
again when explaining the Latin Syſtem. EF 4 
---3dly, The Defendant is humbly of Opinion, that he has ſuffici- 
ently vindicated himſe f from this Charge, by what he has anſwer» 
ed to that Article of the Libel, and by What he had formerly nd, 


= wo fs 6 a ©c:.4 oa - £4... ao 


Wn %%% ˙w³. OOTY CO ,¹—1;—6!ỹᷓf̃ũ ᷑ . o i * ”T OT... T5 % 


6 ) | 
in his Repreſentation to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, Merch gth 


17273 and in denying it was his Opinion, chat our Lord [isvs 


Can IST Was not Neceſſarily Exiſtent, before the laſt Aſſembly 


727 ; and by the Papet he gave in to the ſuid Aſſembly May 18th; | 


wherein he ſays, © That CHRIS I is Neteſſarily Fxiſtent, in the 
* commoh and ordinary Senſe of that Word, as it ſignifies an Im- 
oe poſſibility not to have been, which is ohe of the eſſential Per- 
« fections of the Divine Nature, that are equally comchon to all 
* the three Perſons, ec.” And alſo by What he has ſaid in this 
3 Paper en which theſe Remarks are made. All which he 

ubmits to the General Aſſembly to judge, if it be not fairly to ac- 
knowledge the Neceſſary Exiſtence of our Lord JESUS CUHAIST; 
ahd therefore at leaſt ſufficient ro alleviate. | 

Ahhh, lt doth not appear to the Defendant, that it is a juſt Ae- 
eount of what he Git to alledge that he declares, * Thar 
„ Cnxr1sr's Neceſſary Exiſtence is no Atticle of our Cohfeſfion : * 
Whereas the Words of his Paper 7 29. above, and p. 217 of the 
State, are, * That the Necelliey d the Father's begetting the Son, 
* was not determined in our own, or any other Proteſtant Con- 
ce feſſion, at leaſt in expreſs Words; (which is an unqueſtionable 
* Truth) and therefore it was not ſafe or propet for the Defen- 
ct dant to declare any Thing about it, for the Reaſons ſer down 
in his faid Paper. A nr TRIO 
'* 5thly, It appears to the Defendant to be 4 wide miſtaking of his 


Meaning to alledge, that diverſe of the eſſential PeffeRions of the 


Divine Nature mentioned in out Conſeſſion, ſeemed by the Pro- 
feſſor ro be accounted the perſonal Properties of the Father; where- 
2 he acknowledges the perſonal Properties of the Father, extepr 

ing of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, and begetting the Son, 
and being the firſt Perſon of the Trinity, ys Fs tuhom and the Son 
proteeds the Holy Ghoſt, according to our Confeſhon of Faith and 
Catechiſms. And *tis proved by ſonie of the Witneffes, that he 
taught that all the eſſential Perfections of the Divine Nature, con- 
fained in the Deſcription, of Go n in bur leſſet Catechiſm, agree to 
the Son: And the only Ground he can conceive of that Miſtake is, 
his telling a Fact, that ſome Authiors' make Uſe of the Terms in- 
dependent, Necefsarily Exiſteni, Self Exiſteni, and the like, to fig- 
nify the foreſaid perſonal Property of the Father; whereas ording- 
rily our Divines make Uſe of them to fignify the eſſential Perfecti. 
ons of the Divine Nature common to all the Perſong. In the for- 
mer of which Senſes the Defendant never uſes theſe Terms in 
teaching, nor approves of it in others; bur blatnes it, as appears 
by the concurring Teſtimony of the Witneſſes concerning his An- 
wer to Mr, Brown's Ohjection: And when he uſes theſe Terms 

imſelf, he takes them for eſſential Perfe&tions of the Divine Na- 
ture, as appears from his R reſentation given in to the Presbyte- 


ty of Glaſgow, March 27th my, and his Declaration to Allembly 
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27 May 18th, and his other Papers; where he applies chem er 
qually to all the Perſons of the Godhead, 5 1 
6thly, He humbly thinks that his teaching the Doctrine of our 
Confeſſibn, his maintaining and proving and recommending to the 
Students the great Truths contained therein, in his ordinaty Curſe, 
of teaching, as is proved by 20 Witneſſes, is a ſufficient evidence 
to charitable judges that He would not deliberately reach the con- 
trary, unleſs he ſid a” Mind to expoſe himſeif to the Students; 
and therefore ſuppoſing he had at one Time in the Coufle of his 
teaching uſed an unguarded Expreſſion, with reipect to Chriſt's 
Neceſſar y-Exiftenct, and at another Occafion had not ſpokei fo a- 
curately about it, in anſwering an Objection propoſed by a Student, 
conſidering thãt at both thele Times he was under great I ndiſpo- 
ſition of Body; Which ate the only two Inſtances mentioned in 
the Libel, wherein he is ſaid to have ſpoke any ching about it, he 
refers it to the venerable Aſſembly's Judgment, whether according 
to the Rules of the Goſpel, it may not deſetve a favourable Con- 
ſtruction. 1 „„ 
as tothe ſecond S of theſe Remarks, 1½, The Defendant hum - 
bly thinks he has very plainly told his Mind as to this great Truth 
of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jetus Chriſt in his above - 
mentioned Papers. And altho' he ſaid the Term was ambiguous, 
by its being taken by different Authors in three different Senſes, 
one ot which is mentioned by the Defendant, as taken from the. 
Presbytery of Glaſgowꝰ's Paper, Caſe, p. 131. yet he made no dif- 
gculty of affirming che Neceſſary exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt” 
in the very Sentc in Which that Presbytery explained it in their 24 
wery p. 9. and new Edition P. 24. both in his Anſwers to the” 
d Presbytery's Remarks on his Anſwers to their References, 
p. 140, end of 1} 5, and new Edit. p. 161. and in his Paper gi 
ven in to the Aſſembly May 18th, mentioned abo pre. 
2dly, As he ſufficiently explained his Maury, of the eſſential 
neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son, ſo he very plainly told what he took 


tò be the Meaning of thefe Authors, who take the Term Neceſſary- 


ex:fenceto lignify the Father's perſonal” Property, namely Being f 
none, neither begotten nor proceeding ; which being the Words by 
which dur Confeſſion 1 775 it, he chought could not but be un- 
derſtood by all in this Church, and was perſwaded it would be 
odyned by all, that wh n any Authors, whether lound or unſound, 
take it in this Senſe, whether they uſe the Terms right or wrong, 

yet what they thus underſtand to be the Meaning of it, cannot 4. 
gree to the Son of Go, who is eternally begotten of rhe Father: 
But in the former Senſe in Which he has affirmed ir of the. Son, ix 

equally agrees to the Father and Son. By which he thinks ch 
plain that he has ſhewed both how it is taken by ſome for the per- 

ſonal Property of the Father, in which Senſe it could not agree to 
the Son; and alto how it is taken for an cflential Perfection of the 
dirinè Nature dommon to bot? 
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zaly, Some of the Members 51 3 haying ſaid they 


wanted to know what the Defendant meant by Nece/5ary-exiſlence, © 


when taken for an eſſential Perfection of the Divine Nature. T1 


ſatisfy this Demand the Defendant ſaid he could not expreſs his 


Meaning of it more fitly in other Words than by theſe of our Con- 
feſſion and Catechiſms, viz. Infinite and unchangeable in Being, 
Wiſdom, Power, and other divine Per fections which eviden:ly 
contradi the Arian and Socinian Errors of Chiiſt's being a finite, 
created, contingent, changeable Being, or volunlary Production; 
and aſcribe ro = ſecond Perſon of the adorable Trinity, GoÞ the 
Son, that Neceſſity of Exiſtence which be ongs to God alone, vie, 
That he always has been, is, and muſt be the ſame invariably ; which 
is the true Import of the Names FF HOY AH, and I A M, that 
are given him in Scripture, which Names were alledged by ſeveral 
Members of the Committee to be the Scripture Expreſſion, con- 
raining their Meaning of the Word Neceſsary exiſtence, wherein he 
4 agrees wich them, and can prove that he taught it ſincę Octs> 
1725. | | | 

lt is true, Neceſsary exiſtence is a difterent Word from Infinite, 
unchangeable in Being, Wiſdom, &c. And ſome Men may under* 
ſtand ſomething elle by it than what they do by theſe other Words: 


But the Lefendant underſtands the ſame thing by it which he doe: 


\ 


by the other, when he affirms it of the Perſon of the Son; i 
Which Senſe no Soginian nor Arian can affirm it of him, in a con- 
fiſtncy with their Principles. And the Defendant may jolly hlnk 
ſtrange; that any ſhould ſhew themſelycs diſſatisfied with this 
ſe he has given of it, while they have never as yet told in what 
nſe they themſelves take it, unleſs they declare they are of the 
ind of theſe reyerend Members of the 8 who gave 1 
torementioned Scripture Meaning of it; which if they do, 
Ground of Difference hetwixt them and the Defendant about this 
Point muſt be at an End ſeeing he is as fully of that Mind as they 
Fes and upon a little Reflection, they may be ſatisfied, that the 
Profeſſor may fully and clearly teach the Doctrine that is meant by 
Chrilt's neceſſary Exiſtence in the Words of Scripture and our 
Confeſſion of Faith, tho? he do not make Uſe of the Words Ne- 


teſsarily-exiſtent ; and ſeeing they lay, that being infinite and ud 


changeable in Being, Wiſdom, &c. and Neceſ ar q. exiſtente, are di- 
Nin& Conceptions, he humbly craves they may let the Defendang 
and others no in other Words as plain what is their diſtin Con- 
ns RR Re dig re Een WY Tr A MOR 
. *5chly And the Defendant fully agrees fo far with the Remarks, 


as to allow, that ſurely the being infiaite and urch ngeable 


c cannot explain neceſlary Exiſtence as taken for the ' perſon: 
Property of the Facher,“ only he muſt beg Leave to ſay, that 


this was not the Queſtion he Was then anſwering, but wha was 


Ss 
. 


meant by the eſſential Neceſſary exiſtence of the Son, as is p ain 
from is Paper remarked ef . 91g 8d 8 
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of che State; © And ſome of the Members having faid in their ' 
«Reaſoning, they wanted to know what he meant by the eſential | 
* Neceſſary-exiſtence 7 a In, he ſaid the beſt Way, c. Whence 
it 3s evident, that he gave not hereby the leaſt Ground of Jealouly, * 
as if he lookt on theſe other Attributes to be allo the Properties of 
the Father, not agreeing to the Son, but the quite contrary, a 
may be evident to any Who will read that $ of his Paper 
As to the 3d g. Ihe Defendant” humbly thinks, that whoever * 
compares the Commirtee's Minute of March 15. with his ſaid Pa- 
per, may eaſily percave that it was not fo full as was needful, to 
{er that Matter in its true Light. r. Becauſe it does not niention 
the Explicatien he gave of the eſſential Neceſsary-exiſtence of the 
Son of GOD, in Anſwer to what was demanded by fome in 
their Reaſoning, And 24ly, Becauſe it did not mention, that 
when ſome Members ſaid, they wiſhed the Profeſſor would make 
ſome further Declaration about the Neteſ$ary-exiſtence of Chriſt, 
that might be tranſmitted to the Aſſembſy, other Members re- 
plied, they would not regard any Declaration he ſhould now 
make, nor would they tranſmit it to the Aflembly, becauſe Here- 
ticks or falſe Teachers would ſay any Thing might relieve them 
when in Danger, ec. which made the Defendant ſay, he would 
make no further Declaration, before ever the Queſtion mentione 
in che Minute was propoſed, as his Paper narrates; beſides man 
other Things of Importance, that are omitted in the former Part 
of that Paper. 3dly, Becauſe it repreſents as the chief or onl 
Thing . by che Members, that the Profeſlor had en 
* explained, in what Senſe he underſtood Neceſsary-exiſtence to 
be the perſonal Property of the Father; whereas ſonie Members 
deſired alſo to know, what he meant by the eſtential Neceſsarys 
exiſtence of the Son; to which he anſwered as above: And he re- 
members alſo, ſome had deſired he might ſhew the Senſe of that 
Term. when taken for the Father's perſonal Property. In which 
Caſe he having only related a Fact, viz. in what Senſe ſome Aus 
thors took it; he told he underſtood their Meaning to be the 
ſame, which our Confeſſion means, by being of none; neither be- 
| (on nor proceeding z but, he havipg nevet uſed it in that Senſe, 
d no peculiar Senle of his own abour'it, nor did he ever pre. 


0 , 


tend to yindicate that Senſe of ir, but the contrary. 
©  q4#hly, He further obſerves, That the Account given of what he 
ſaid after r the ſaid Queſtion; is very lame and defective, 
and is humbly ot Opinion, that what HE has ſaid in this Paper re- 
marked upon, when compared with the Obſervations juſt now 
made on chele Remarks, and what is deponed by the Witneſſes 
on the three Branches of his Exculpation, may ſatisfy every can - 
did and impartial Reader, of his Soundnefs in this great Article ; 
and that he has given more full and plain Proof both of what 
he has taught, believes and maintains concerning it, than any other 
_ Member of this Church bas dene, Io far as he tus heard. © + 
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March 20, The Committee proceeded tb the 9th Article 
of the Libal, viz. Deus Pater fuit ante Deum Filium, non tem- 
pore ſed ediſalitate; And alſo theſe Words, Ni ſupponamuy 
Deum non poſſe creare ab æterno. And this Article being read, 
and 'the*Prof-ffor heard thereupon, the Committee. after 
ſome Reaſoning upon it, agreed to report to the Aſſembly, 
That they find no Witneſs deponing upon this Article, ſave Mr. 
Sloſs be fir Witneſs ; aud that therefore the ſame is not proven, 
Then the Committee proceeded to the Canfideration of 
theſe Articles, for Proof whereof no Witneſſes have been a 
duced, but are to be proven from the Profeſſor's own Pa- 
pers and Writings; and the ſaid Articles were read from 
the Presbytery of Glaſzow's Libel againft the Profeſſor : And 


= * 


they are, 
tmmo, That the Profeſſor owned and acknowledged, That in 
ſpeaking of ibe Lord Feſus Chriſt, be did not uſe the Terms Ne- 
ceffiry Exiftence, zor Independency, and gave this pretended 
Reaſon for it, That they are nos mentioned concerning Chriſt in 
the Holy Scriptures, nor our Confeſſion of Faith, nor tbe Syſtem 
be teaches. $62.8 . ; 
-: 240; That be has taught or vented, That Self-exiftence, Ne- 
ceſſary-exiftence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and the 
Title of the Only True God, may be taken, and are by ſome 
Authors taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property 
of the Father, and ſo not belonging to the Son; and tho be 
id, That N-cefſary exiftence, Independency, wp ee ng Dei- 
ty, and the Title of the Only True God, might belong to the 
Son, in ſuch Senſe as included not the perſonal Property of the 
Father; yet be told not what that Senſe was, but without, do- 
ing ſo, be inculcated the foreſaid DiſtinQion, | as 4 Cautian 
that might be neceſſary for Students in reading both ancient 
* A Authors, whether Friends or Adverſaries 10 the 
4h. ; ; a 1 a 
ztio, And that be uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the fore- 
ſaid Diflintion, with reſpet 10 the Self-exiftence of the Son, 
That he would take it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction, 
both to bim and bis Students, if the Presbytery would declare the 
trus Meaning of that Engliſh Term of Art, as be thought fit 10 
call it, ben it is to be mel of the Perſon of the Son. And 
he ſaid the ſame of tbe Holy Ghoſt. i | 


' Fodem die poſt meridiem. The Committee went on to the 
Conſideration of the firſt two Articles that were then read, 


and the ſecond Article was again read, and alſo the third 


and the Profeſſor's Defences againſt theſe Articles, as they are 
fet down in his printed Caſe, were read, and he himſelf was 
Alle fu heard; and then being removed, the S 
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38 
diſcourſed at great length as to the Relevancy of the ſaĩd two 
0 Articles to infer Cenſute; and atrer mature Delibera tion, 
bk the Vote was ſtated, Relevant or not? And it caftied. Re- 
14 levant. Aud therefore the Committee give it as their Opinion 
10 the Aſſembiy, That the ſaid firſt and ſecond Articles are rele- 


vant to infer Cenſure. | | | «1 | 

; Then che Committee Ke the Proof of the faid ne 
| two joint Articles; and for proving of them, the Profeflor's . 
own Words, as ſet down in his Letter to the Presb'tery of 2 
15 Glaſgow, dated the 2d of March 1726, and what he ſays up- 14 
[ on theſe Subjects in his printed Caſe, Pages 30 & 33, were 5 
0 read, and he himſelf was fully beard what he had further fer 
4 to ſay againſt the ſaid Proof: And after much Reaſoning al 
thereupon, The Committee found the firſt Article Jufficiently, 1 

proven, and dela ed further Confideration of the Proof © 0 


the ſecond Article til To- morrow, and appointed Maſters 
Jobn Hamilton, John Scot and Andrew Tait, to read with At- 
tention all the Paſſages in the Profefſor's printed Caſe that 
relate to the foreſaid Three Articles, and to be ready To. 
morrow- to point out to the Commictee ſuch of them as con- 
cern the Relevancy of the Third Article, and the Proof 
both the S-cond and Third, and to condeſcend upon the pat* 
ticular Pages where each of theſe Paflages are to be found, + 
March 21 ante Meridiem. The Committee being to go o 
to the Proof of the Second Article, the Subcommittee point 
out the Paſſages fot-proving thereof, as they ſtand in Pages 
o & 33 of the printed Caſe; and the ſame being read, che 
Prokeſſor was heard to read what he had further to ſay, from 
A Pa per he. had prepared, and which, after reading, he ſub- 
ſcribed and gavein to the Clerk, and afterward removed. 
The Tenor of which Paper follows, * ? 
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REMA RES by Profeſſor SIMSON %#p0n the Proof 
of the Second Article of the Libel, taken out of 
o FW On 


I: is proved, That the Profeſſor gave ſufficient Caution Ly 
gainſt uſing the Terms Independent and Neceſſarily exif» 
ent, when uſed to ſignify the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther, to wit, being of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, in 
the only Inflance where be had Occation to ſpeak of that Uſe 
of them, viz. On the Student's ObjeRion: Where the Ob. 
jector manitc ftly takes them in that Senſe; elſe there is no- 
thing of Force in his Objection; For it is proyed, 5 N 
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Profeſſor then called them e and im pertinent; 
when ſpeaking of the Tyiaih. And other Witneſſes who de- 

ne on ch? (aid Diſpute, ſay, That the Uſe of the Terms 
he called ſo, was, their being uſed to expreſs the perſondi Re- 
lations of the Divine Perſons. T7 ,12 


For the former Part, ſee Witneſs 6th, Pages $0 & 81. Wit- 
neſs 9. Page 82 at the Foot, Witneſs 15, Page 87. 
"On the Rt; Ritchie, Witneſs 2, Page 76. Boyd Witneſt 9. 
Page 82. near the Foot,” Snrhim, Witneſs 26. Page 93. Mac- 
Iae, Witneſs 20, Page go. T „se 8 
Ns cheſe Terms beigg commonly uſed to ſignify the Eſa 
ſential PerfeFions of the Divine Nature that #re common to 
all the Divine Perſons, the calling them upflf, improper of 
e when nſed 'to 'expreſs their perſonal Properties 
or Relations, or calling this Uſe of them philoſophical Nreeties, 
was a very effettua! Caution to the Student. 5 
It is alto to be oblerved, That the not diſtinguiſhing care! 
fu ly betwixt theſe two, namely, his telling the Fats, That 
ſome Authors took theſe Terms to ſignify or include in their 
Meaning, Being of none. We. and his teaching; That Iadepens 
dency, Self exiſtence, e. were the 11 5 Properties of the 
Facher; ſeems to have been the chief Octaſion"st all the Miſ- 
underfiandings that have fallen in betwixt the Reverend 
Presbytery of Glaſgow and him: Yet he thinks; it appears 
tain from all his Papers, that he has always carefully di- 
tinguiſh-d betwixt theſe two, and never dreamed of any o- 
ther perſonal} 4% pho of the Divine Perſons, except theſe 
hree mentioned in our Confeſſion of Faith, Chap. II. 53. Lar= 
ger Catechiſm,” Que ſt. & & 10. and did not apptove of the ex- 


wy 


Preſſing che Father's perſonal Property by any of the Terms 
mentioned; but on the contrary diſapproved of it as above: 

Nor did he ever to his Remembrance uſe them ſo, but always 
took them, for the Eſſential Perfe#:ons of the Divine Nature 


common to all the Perſons, ſo far as he had Occaſion to men- 


tion any of them in teaching. And humbly thinks it was 

his Duty to warn the Students, that ſome eminent Friends 
of the Truth, took them to fignify the Father's ptrſondl Pro- 
perty and ſo, by way of Eminency, or emphatically; applied 


them to the Father alone; by which: they did not exclude 


the Son and the Holy Ghoſt from poſſcfling, equally with the 
Father, theſe Divine Perfections commonly ſignified by thele . 
Terms, but on the contrary, included them. Whereas the 


Ady=rfaries of the Truth uſed the ſame Terms, to ſignify the 
Eſſential Perf-@Fions of the Father, excluding the Son and 


Holy Ghoft from equally poſſeſſing them; which alſo he war- 


ned the Students of. Which he alſo humbly thinks might ſuf- 


ficiently'gurrd them again being 'impoſed;upon by Adver- 
Caries uſingthe am Terms in a quite different Seuſe from 


that 
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that of its Friends z altho by both they be appropriated only 


to the Father, yet in ſuch oppolite Senſes, 


: Edinburgh, March 
21, 1728. 
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Then the Committee, after long Reaſoning upon all that F 


had been laid befqre them, Found it proven, That the Profeſſon 


aug bi or vented, That Self exiftence. Neceſſary exiſtence, in- 


pendenicy, Supreme. Deity, and the Title of the Only True 


od, are taken by ſome, Authors, ina. Senſe that includes the 

perſonal Property of the Father, and ſo not belonging to the 

Son: And it being reaſoned in the Committee, That it like - 

N appeared from his Papers, - Thas be aſſerted the foreſaid. 

Terms MAT may be ſo taken; the 99 appoin cd Ma- 
obn 


ſters Allan Lag an. Jobn Hamilton, Joba Brand. and Alenan- 
der Anderſox, Miniſters, and the Lord Grange Ruling Elder, 
to inſpe& the Paſſagey of his Papers; and from them to lay 
together the Proofs of this Point, and bring them in to the 
Committee at another Meeting. n 

March 22 ante meridiem. The Subcommittee appointed to 
collect the Proots of the Second and Third Articles, found 


xelevant at preceeding Diets, brought in their Repoct, which 


was twice read, and ſome Amend ments were made thereto, 
The Tenor whereot, as amended, follows. | 
HE Subcommittee taking ige Conſideration how far 
5 it is proven, That Profeſſor Simſon hath taught or 
vented, That Self exiſtence, Negefſary exiſtence, Independency; 
Supreme Deity, and the Title of tbe Only True God, may 
taken in a Senſe. that includes. the perſona} Property} of the Fa- 
ther, and ſo belongs not ta the Sonz,, _.  _ ,, | 
They do find, from the Proſeſſor's Papers, That in his An- 
ſwers to the Presbytery of Glaſgow their References, Page 
33 of the ad Edition of his printed Caſe, he faith pf all theſe 
Terms; ©. Theſe Words either actually have been, or may 
te be meant by ſome Authors, whether the Words be uſe 
& right or wrong in that Senſe, . namely, as including the 
* Father's perſonal Property; in which alone theſe. Words or 
* Expreſſions cannot be truly afirmed of the Son,” Where 
it doth not appear, That Mr, Simſon hath condemned ſuch 
Abuſe of theſe. Terms, in reftrifing them to. the Father as 
including, his perſonal Property, or that he warned the Stu. 
dents to guard againft ſuch Abuſe of them; which feems 
moſt proper Caution in this Caſe; But that inftead thereo 
he hath ſo far gone in himlelf to ſuch Abuſe of them, that he 
ens he is careful to ſhew the dtudente, That in this 2 


2 4r 3 
they cannot be affirmed of the Son; and accordingly he en- 
3 to ſhew this, as to all theſe Terms in that Pa ſſage 
uvoted, ® . N 5 | | 3 
7 As to the Term of Self exiſtence, they find, That in his ſaid 
Anſwers, Page 23. a little after the Middle, he ſaith, © That 
« he would rake it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction 
« to him and the Students, if the Presbytery would declare 
the true Meaning of that Engliſh Term of Art, when it is 
« to be affirmed of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, as is mentioned 
cc inthe Cloſe of the Libel.” Wherebv the Profeſſor ſhews 
that he knew no true Meaning of that Term, when applied 
to the Perſon of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, + - 1 | 
As to the Terms of Neceſſary-exiſtence and Independence, they 
find, That in his ſaid Anſwers, Page 33. A little before the 
Middle, he faith, © They are ambiguous Terms of Art, uſed 
« in very different Meanings, and never affirmed of the Per- 
<« ſon of the Son of God, either in the Holy Scriptures, or 
ec Our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, or in the Syſtem he 
«* teacheth on the Subject of the Trinzty, namely Pifer's ; And 
«© therefore he may reaſonably forbear the Uſe of them, both 
te in teaching and n And yet the Neceſſary exi g- 
© ence of the Son of God, and his Independency be as much 
«a Part of his Faith, as of the Faith of the Prophets, Apo- 


A files, Se.” And Page zo of the printed Caſe. towards the 


Cloſe of the firft Paragraph, he calls theſe © ambiguous Terms 
« of Art, which are apter to engender Strife, than to en- 
* creaſe our Knowledge and Love of God, and of one ano- 
* ther: For which. and other Reaſons he never uſed them.“ 
In boch which Paſſages, the Profeſſor plainly ſhews, That 
Neceſſary-exifence and Independency, may be fitly taken as in- 
cluding the Father's perſonal Property; other wiſe, what She w. 
gud there be in the Reaſon he in both Flaces aſſigns, of his 
orbearing to uſe them with reſpe& to the Son? For, how. 
can it be thought, that in their juſt Meaning they ought not, 
to be affirmed of the Son, becauſe others abuſe them to in» 
clude the perſonal Property of the;Father? ; , . >... 14 
„Further, . Profeſſor Simon, in his Anſwers to the.Remarks,” 
Page 139. Cloſe of the ſaid Page, ſaith, ** That, Neceſſary ex- 
&« z/tence being taken by ſome Authors ſor being of none, or 
« receiving nothing from any other Being or Perſon, in this 
“ Senſe it can only agree to the Father, and cannot be ap» 
ec plied to the Son; tho? in any other Senſe, even the highe ſt, 
conſiſtent with being Eternally begotten, it agrees to the 
« Son,” Where the Profeſſor teacheth a Senſe of Neceſſar ys. 
exi ſlence not agreeing to the Son; and mentions no orthodus 


Author taking it in that Senſe; and infinuates a lower Senſe, 


„ 


wherein it agreeth to the Son, and a higher, u herein it a. 
greeth to the Father, 1. Ve- 
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_ Likewiſe it appears by the E. of Witneffes, that Pro- 
or Simſon ſaid in anſwering ſome Objection before the Studen 
if Independency be taken in ſuch a Senſe as to include whe perſon 
Property of the Father, it could nor be applied to the Son, and that 
he diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of the Word Independent as in his 
Letters and Anſwers to the References; ſee the Depoſitions of Mr. 
Brown, N. 6. and Mr. Boyd N. 9. which plainly ſhew he taughe 
and vented, that Independeney may be taken in ſuch a Senſe as 
agreeth not to the Son. | | {48 
Again the Profeſſor in teaching, being * with an Objection, 
it was poſſible the Son might never have had à Being, and 
the Father might have been without him, and the Son would not 
be nece/sarily - exiſtent; He anſwered, We know not theſe Things, or 
we know not whether he might have had a Being or not, and how 
do you know that; and that this is a Philoſophical Nicety we know 
nothing about. See the Depoſitions of Mr. Brown, Numb. 6. Mr. 
Boyd, N. 9. Mr. Barr, N. 15. which ſheweth nis venting and 
teaching, at leaſt ſome Senſe of the Term Nereſsarily-exiftent, which 
agrees not to the Son. A whe don o ty? 
Allo in anſwering an Objection before the Students, the Profef. 
for taught the Terms Independent and Ae e, were not 
uſed in Scripture, and were unfit to be uſed, and were impertinent, 
and not proper when ſpeaking of the Trinity. See the Depoſitions 
of Mr. Barr, Numb. 15. Mr. Stirling, N. 26. Mr. M*Clae, N. 
20. Which could not be, becauſe theſe did not agree to the Father, 
and ſo muſt be, becauſe in the true and high Meaning thereof in 
the Profeſſor's teaching he looked on them as what could not be 
affirmed of the Son. Far 5 
_ *Tis here alſo to be conſidered, as appears by all the Depofitions 


above · mentioned, that it was, when one of the Students argued - 


how abſurd it was, not to aſcribe Independency and Neceſsary-exi- 
ſtence to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that the Profelfor took not the 
true and ordinary Way of other orthodox Divines, in making his 
| Anſwers thereto, but the ſtrange and unuſual Way above-mention- 
ed; for which there appears no Reaſon, but his having taught at 
leaſt ſome Senſe of Independency and Neceſsary- exiſtence, wherein 
he thought it could not be aſcribed to the Son of God. | 
As to the Term of Supreme Deity, they find, That Profeſſor Sim- 
£* in his Letter to the Presbyrery, 2 5. of the printed Caſe, a 
ttle before the middle, he owns, That when reading in Pictet 


4 Chriftur eſt ſummus Deus, he thinks it probable, he might have 


* faid the Words were to be underſtood cum grano ſalis, becauſe 
* he often uſeth this Phraſe; as to Terms not taken in the greateſt 
*& Latitude, whercin- they are uſed by ſome Authors.” And he fur- 
« ther ſays, the Words ſummus Deus were taken in ſuch Latitude, 
as to include tht Father's perſonal Property, they could not be affir- 


med of the Son. Where it is evident, that he teacheth one Uſe of 


this Term in its Latitude of higheſt Senſe, wherein it agreeth > 
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the Father and not to the Son, and a lower Uſe of this Term, where. 
in it may agree to the Son. N | 
By this Phraſe, cum grano ſalts, ap 
Deus, it further appears, That the Profeſſor hath taught the Students 
. thatthe Terms, LF exiflence, Neceſsary-exiſtence, Independency, and 
the Title of the Only true God, were in like Manner to be intcrpre- 
ted cum grano ſalis, when applied to the Son, becauſe theſe Terms 
are not then uſed in the greateſt Latitude wherein they are uſed by 
ſome Authors, which the Profeſſot owns in his Anſwer: to the Re- 
marks, p. 141. of the Caſe, a little before the Middle, ſaying, ſe- 
veral of the Ancients did apply the ſame Diſtinction, namely. of a 
higher and lower Senſe, wherein they agreed, and wherein they 
agreed not to the Son, to - ſome other divine Titles; and af er, he 
faith, That the Students, by theſe he hath mentioned, can by Pa- 

rity of Reaſon eaſily judge of the Uſe of theſe Terms. | 
| The Subcommittee further repreſent to the Committee, that how. 
ever Profeſſor $:mſon owns his Care to acquaint the Students of a 
Senſe of theſe Terms, as including the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther, in which they cannot be athrmed of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
and mentions a Senſe of them, wherein they agree to our Lord ſe- 
ſus Chriſt, without explaining it, excepting that it is not in their 
Latitude, but when taken cum grano ſalis; yet it doth not appear 
that he either caution'd the Students to be on their Guard from theſe 
Authors, ancient or modern they might happen to read, leſt they 
learn'd to deny all, or any of theſe eſsential Perfections mentioned 
to the Son of God, or that he was careful to refute that Senſe, and 


ſhew it unreaſonable for them to fall in with ſuch a Way of judging 


and ſpeaking. 
The Committee having heard and conſidered the foreſaid Report, 
and compared the ſame with the Depoſitions and Paſſages out of 


the printed Caſe therein quotted, they found, that the Grounds of 


the Proof were therein juſtly repreſented ; and then having put 


the Queſtion, Suſtain the Proof of. the foreſaid ſecond and third 


Articles or not? it carried, Suſtain: And therefore the Committee 
give it as their Opinion to the Aſsembly, that the ſecond and third 
Articles of the Lihel ſet down in their Minute the 20th Cuxrent, 
ante meridiem, are ſufficiently proven. (Sx | 
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OBSERVATIONS by Profeſſor STMSON 

on the Committees Proceedings on the three Ar- 

ticles of the Libel, taken out of bis Papers, both 
as to Relevancy and Proof. | A | 


1. Ith reſpect to Relevancy, all that he takes Notice of at 
W preſent is, That what the Committee in their Realoning 
ſeemed to found the Relevancy upon, was That the Terms Inde- 


pendency, &c. were relevant, if the Profeſſor had ſaid that they 


may be rightly ſo taken, but not his ſaying theſe Terms were or 
may in Fact be ſo taken, whether the Words be uled right or wrong. 
In determining this Relevancy they do not tell that it is the ſayin 


they are rightly ſo taken that is relevant. This the Profeſſor al- 
ways has denied, and never ſaid more, but that ſome took theſe, 


Terms ſo, or might poſſibly in Fact take them ſo; for what has 
been may be. And as to the Term, Neceſ5ary-Exiſtence, ſuppoſe 
them adverſaries who put it in the Place of Being of none, there is 
the more Need to be cautious in uſing ot that Term without an 
Explication, leſtthe World ſhould think it is taken in that Senſe, * 


As to the PROOF. 
11 is obſerved, 1ſt That in the Subcommittee's State of ir, they 


only ſay that theſe Terms may be, and not may rightly be taken 
in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property ot the Father, which 


15 manifeſtly ambiguous as is juſt now ſaid. : 
© Bdly, They do not pretend to prove this by the Defendant's ex- 
ref: Words or by Words directly, and not by Inference to the 


ame import; Which manifeſtly contradicts theſe expreſs Words 


of the Libel. viz. *© Or uſed other Expreſſions or Propoſitions di- 
« rectly, and not by Inference to the ſame Import.” But inſtead 
of this, they cite for Proof Paſſages of his Letter, plainly not to 
the ſame Import as hey ly in his Papers; which they endeavour 


by long Realonings to prove to be of the fame Import, tho? con - 


trary to the declared Meaning of the Defendant : Which ap- 
pears, 1/f, From their  firſ# Quotation, Page 40 above © Theſe 
Words either actually have been, or may be meant by ſome Au- 
* thors, whether the Words be uſed right or wrong in that 
<« Senſe.” Where it may be evident, that his not calling that 
Senſe an Abuſe of the Terms in that Part of his Paper, is no E- 
vidence that he approved of that Uſe of them; as neither is his 
telling the Students, that in that Senſe they could not be affirmed 
of the Son, a Proof that he himſelf goes into that Abuſe of them: 
For 'how*much ſocver the Words be àbuſed in taking them por the 
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N Property; yet that W of them can never agres 
to t 
The 24 Inſtance is, That he would take it as a Piece of uſeful 
Caution, exc. p. 41. above, and 230 of the State; where the De- 
fendant fays nothing to that Import, that theſe Terms may be 
rightly uſed. And his deſiring the Presbytery would declare their 
Meaning of that Engliſh Term Self Exiſtent, when it is to be afficm- 
ed of the Perſon of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, does not ſhew that h 
knew no true Meaning of it, when to be ſo applied; but he ſuſ- 

cted by what he had heard from ſome Member or other of the 
Presbytery, that they had no diſtin& Meaning of it, when it was 
to be ſo applied; and that he was not miſtaken, appears pretty 
plain from the Presbytery's Remarks on his Anſwers to their Re- 
ferences, Cale p. 133. $ 3- where the Term defined is made a 
Part of the Definition. 

The za Inſtance is made up of two Citations, in neither of 
which, are Words that directly, and not by Inference, import, that 
the Terms Neceſsary Exilence and Independency may be rightly 
taken as including the Father's perſonal Property, but rather the 
contrary : For the Defendant is in theſe Paſſages telling why he 
might reaſonably forbear the Uſe of theſe Terms, and yet fully 
teach the Doctrine of the Trinity, as contained in Scripture and 
our Confeſſion of Faith, as other good Divines have done: And 
alrho? this be none of the Reaſons, that theſe Terms may be fitly 
taken to ſignify the Father's perſanal Property; yet the Commir- 
tee will have this to be the Profeſſor's Opinion, becauſe they can- 
not ſee for what other Reaſon he ſhould forbear the Uſe of them 
tho* in the Place cited he gave quite other Reaſons, but not this: 
By this Method of proving, any thing may be proved from any 
thing. | 

The 4th Inſtance, p. 41. above, neither ſays, the Term Nece/- 
fary Exiſtence may be rightly taken, nor Words directly to the 
fame Import; but only mentions a Senſe in which it can only a- 
gree to the Father; which all in this Church muſt own. And 
when he lays, tho? in any other Senſe (even the higheſt conſiſtent 
with being eternally begotren) it agrees to the Son, he does not 
inſinuate a lower Senſe wherein it agrees to the Son, and a higher 
wherein it agrees to the Father; but on the contrary, ſays, in the 
higheſt Senſe it agrees to the Son; and in anather Senſe, but not a 
higher, it agrees to the Father. viz. for being of none, or receiving 
nothing from any other Being or Perſon, And altho' no Orthodox 
Author take it in this Senſe; yet this Senſe cannot agree to the Son, 
however the Term be abuſed. a 

The Profeſſor obſerves, that this laſt Inſtance is taken out of one 
of his Papers drawn up ſince the Libel was framed, and therefore 
could not by the Framers ot it be taken as a Proof of theſe Articles. 

The next four Paragraphs in this Proof are taken from the De- 
poſitions of the Witneſſes, alcho? it be owned by the FOO 
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that the Proof is to be taken from what he ſaid in his Papers, p. 37. 
ve. Then the Committee proceeded. to the Conſidoration of 
eſe Articles, for Proof whereof no Witneſſes have been adduced, 
but are to be proven out of his Papers and Writings. | 6 
Concerning which Paſſages from the Depoſitions, the Defen- 
dant obſerves, 1/t, That in each of theſe Paragraphs they mention 
an Objc&ion, ſo as might lead People to think, that there were 
three or four different Objections made by Students; whereas from 
the Depoſitions of Witnefles ir is evident, that the Objection was 

made only once, and by one Student. | | 
2⁊aly, That the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes with relation to that 
Objection, are widely miſtaken, as the Defendant ſhews in his Pa- 


1 


per on the third Head of Exculpation, where they are ſtared in 


their natural Order, and ſet in their due Light. 
34ly, His diſtinguiſhing the Meening'of the Word Independency 
as mentioned in the ſaid Depoſitions, was approved of by the laſt 
Aſſembly ; which diſtinguiſhed between, a-ſeitas eſſentialis and per- 
ſonalis, and the independentia eſſentialis and perſonalis; ſo that the 
Defendant's Anſwer to this Objection, was agreeable to the An-; 
ſwer given to it by other Orthodox Divines, altho* he did not uſe 
their yery Words. | t 
The 5th Inſtance taken trom his Papers, p. 42. above, does as 
little as the former prove, he ſaid any of theſe Terms may be 
rightly taken for the perſonal Property of the Father, or other 
Words directly to that Import, where he is only telling an uncon- 
troverted Fact, and the Nefendant's ſaying, he might probably on 
that Occaſion have uſed that Sal cum grano ſolis (while 
et *tis highly improbable he did uſe it) ſeeing there is no Evi- 
— of it. either from the Precognition or the Depoſitions of 
Witneſſes, far leſs is there any Evidence, that he ſaid, the Title 
ſummus Deus might be rightly taken for the Father's perſonal 
Property, nor that it was to be taken in a lower Senſe when ap- 
plied to the Son; but he is there ſpeaking of theſe Words, being 
taken in a greater or leſſer Latitude by Authors, which ought 
not to be confounded with a higher and lower Senſe; for which 
he refers to p. 5. S 2. of the Eaſe, and p. 24. $ laſt of the State, 
ee. by which it will appear, the Defendant's Meaning is quite 
miſtaken, and as it ſtands in the Subcommittee's Paper for Proof 
of theſe Articles, is wholly miſrepreſented. Fs nt | 
6thly. The following $. p. 43. above, produces no Words of 


the Defendant's, wherein by expreſs Words, or others directly of 


the ſame Import, the Terms Self-exiſtence and Neceſſary-exiſtence 
might be rightly taken, exc. bur contains a Reaſoning from the 
foreſaid Wee of the Phraſe cum grano ſalis, as if the 
Defendant had made Uſe of that Expreſſion, when ſpeaking of 
theſe Terms, and uled it to fignify a higher and lower Senſe of the 
Terms, to give a wrong Meaning to what the Defendant ſays in 
Anſwer to the Presbytery's Remarks on his Anſwers to their Re- 
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ferences, where he ſpeaks not of a higlier and lower Senſe of theſe 
Terms, but of a Senſe of a greater and leſſer Latitude. If Judges 
may take MLiberty of pong in Words of their own, inſtead of 
the Words uſed by an Author in his Papers, they may cercainly 
prove what they pleaſe. | hy. | 
. ©, The laſt Argument they bring for Proof of theſe Articles, is 
not taken from any Words they cite from the Defendant's Papers, 
but from a wrong reaſoning, and miſrepreſenting again his Mean- 
ing he gave of the Phrale cum you ſalts, — he had uſed 
it, and that it did not appear he had given ſufficient Caution to 
the Students: All which can ſignify nothing to the Proof of theſe 
Articles taken from his Papers. And the Defendant hopes, that 
it doth appear to others from ſeveral Places of his Papers, that he 
gave lufficient Caution to the Students; and if he be guilty of any 
Defect in this, he's very willing to receive Inſtruction about it. 
Upon the Whole, all that appears from the Defendant's Papers, 


with reſpe& to theſe Articles, is, that he told the Students ſome 


different Senſes in which theſe Terms were uſed, as every Teacher 
muſt do, that thereby he might give Caution to the Students, 
leaſt they ſhould be impoſed upon by the Artifices of the Enemies 
of the Truch, as is fully declared in his former Papers. And 
cannot but be exceedingly concerned, that what he ſo uprightly 
er for Good, ſhould be ſo much miſapprehended and turned 
againſt him. | | | 

5 March 22. The Subcommittee appointed to conſider the Que- 
ries put to the Profeſſor by the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 4 
brought in their Report: Which being read, and conſidered by 
the Committee, and they having made ſome Amendments there- 
to, the ſame was approven, and an Overture thereupon was a- 
greed to, in the Verms following. | | 


Hz Subcommittee appointed to conſider the Queries pro- 
* poſes by the Presbytery of Glaſgow ro Profeſſor Simſon, and 
what hath followed thereupon, report, That in Obedience to the 
Act of the General Aſſembly, May 17th 1726, for preſerving Pu- 
rity: of Doctrine, which appoints, That the Presbytery proceed 
with all Diligence in their Enquiry into Mr. Simſon's Opinions, 
concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity; and particularly, as 
to the Paſſages and' Expreſſions relative thereto, contained in' his 
Letter to them; The ſaid Presbytery have propoſed ſeveral Que- 

ſtions to the Profeſſor to be anſwered by him; which Queſtions 
the Profeſſor declined to anſwer, in regard the Presbytery was not 
authoriſed by the above ſaid Act of Aſſembly to put Queſtions to 
him; and that this Method of Inquiſition is ſinful, * —— 
to the Rules of the Goſpel, the Conftitutions of this Church, 
Laws of the Land, and the Rights of every free Subject: And 
alſo, becauſe the Queſtions themſelves were not determined in 


our own or any other Catholick Creed or Confeſſion of Faith, 5 
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fis Letter to the Committee for Purity of Doctrine, Novimber 5th, 
1726, more fully bears, and likewiſe the Minutes of the ſaid Pres- 


a | | . 

1 The Subcommitree further obſerves, That all the Notice the 
Committee then took of the Profeſſor's Lettet to them, was, 
That they appointed a Letter to be written to the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, advifing them to point 6ut the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 
Letter, on which theſe Queſtions to him are founded, and to take 
particular Notice of the Paſſages of the Word of God, Confeſſion 
of Faith, and Larger and Shorter  Catethiſms of this Church 
founded thereon, to which they judge theſe are contrary. . 

The Presbytery of Gla/gow, November 23d 17/26, in Obedience 
to the Advice given them by the Committee, pointed out in 
Writing the Paſſages in the Profeſfor's Letter, on which theſe 
Queſtions to him are founded, &c. To which Paper of Refe- 
Fences the Profeſſor gives Anſwers: But the Presbytery with 
Reaſon found, chat the Profeflor therein anſwered none of their 
Queries, except the laſt, referring the further Conſideration of 
them to the conjunct Meeting of the Committee of Aſſembly and 
Presbytery. | e | l 

The Committee in Conjunction with the Presbytery ſound, 
That theſe Anſwers had not removed the Suſpicion of the Pro- 
ſeſſor's Unſoundneſs in his Teaching on the Head of the Trinity; 
and agreed, That he ſhould be required to give plain, direct and 
Exprels Anſwers to the Queſtions: And on his refuſing to ar wer, 


or if by his Anſwers, it appear to them unſafe that he ſhould teach 


or preach, that they do ſuſpend him in Terms of the forelaid 
Act of Aſſembly. Accordingly the Presbytery did require him 
to give ſuch Anſwers. ” FF 1 82 
To the Presbytery, which met March 29th 1727, Profeſſor 
Simſon gave in a Repreſentation, wherein he gives no direct, 
plain and expreſs Anſwers to the Queſtions, as enjoined by the 
Committee to do, bur rather ſeenis to juſtify his Conduct and 
Way of Teaching on the Trinity; even altho' therein the Profeſ- 
for acknowledges, Page 37. of the printed Caſe, That in former 
Years he has made Uſe of ſome differcht' Hypotheſes, that have 
been advanced by - ſundry Divines of great Eſteem, which upori 
Trial he finds are not ſufficient for removing Difficulties urged ori 
all Hands, by the Adverſaries of the Trinity; but on the contrary, 
are ready to lead the Students into ſome dangerous Error. 
- - Upon which Repreſentation the Presbytery make ſome Remarks, 
ſhewing their Diſlatis faction therewith. To which the Profeſſor 
gives Anſwers, without giving plain or direct Anſwers to the. 
Queſtions. Bur the Presbytery proceeded no further, in regard 
of the near Approach of the General Aſſembly, and referred the” 


whole to then. 8 
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The. Committee -. WOOL, Pr the Behaviour, of 
5 an, humbly offer it as their Opinion to the Vene - 
8 


f TA 


(ure, through: bis./forefaid Diſobedience to the Act of 
Afembly, and che Ordęrs of the Presbytety and Committee, 
and in that he maketh bold. to Juſtify his ſaid Conduct, from 
ſuch Grounds, as tzud ta overthrow the Diſcipline .in. Uſe. 
throughout this Church, in the Caſe ot all Scandals, and to. 
condemn the Practice of Aſſemblies and other qudicatories, 
in their Procedure with Perſons july fuſp:&ed of Error, 
or congerming whom there is, a fama clam:ſa. of. their being) 
erroneous: And that it will be che more needful the ifs 
ſembly 23 animad vert upon this, to prevent the like Diſ- 
orders in any others hereafter, and ſ/ prevent, the ſpreading 
of dangerous Errors, through not queſtioning, Perſons about 
> e is a juſt Suſpicion, or fews ęlameſa as afore - 
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RE MARK;S by Mr. John Simſon Profeſſor 
” of Dis inity at Glaſgow, '«pon the Report of 
\. FheCommittee concerning the Queries prepojed 
"by rhe Presbytery of Glaſgow 0 him. 


Remark L. T HE, Profcfſor is humbly of Opinion, That 


A the Presbytery of Glaſpow- were ſo far 
from obſerying the Act of Al 7 90 May 7.89 by the 
Queſtions which they propoſed to him, that, on the contrary, 
they maniteſtly contraycened the ſaid Ac, by inſiſting on 
| Queſtions which are not contained in our Confeſſin and Ca- 
techiſms, it beivg evident the Words are not. there; and if 
they meant the ſame- Thing, they ſhould haye kept by the 
Fo:m, of ſound Words. To which, may be added ame 
other Reaſo s theſe whieh are contained in his Lerter to the 
Taid Fresbytery- of. QQober 12th 1726, Caſe. P. 10. Ce. and 
more fully ſet forth in his Letter ta the Committee far 
Parity of Doftrine, of the 7th of N:vember folluwins, Caſe 
» 12, Ce. on which ,Account be had Reaſon te. delay giving 
Apſwers to their Queſtions, unti? they ſhould give him ſome 
Feaſonable ati faction with Reſpect to the'e Piffigulties. 
But he mult beg Leave to deny he declined or refuſed ts 


r them. 


- 
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bly, that be is highly culpable, and deſerves 
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« were founded, and to take = 
cc ſages of the Word of God, Con eſien of Fdith, Larger and 
cc Shorter Catechiſms of this Church f d thereon, fo wbich 
ce they judged theſe are contrary,” as the ſaid Advice beats: 
But inſtead thereof they reſolved the 23d of that Month to take 


POP (560 0 FAY. 
Remark II. The Presbytery of Glaſgow did net follow the 


Advice of the Committee for ' Purity f Doctrine, met at 
Edinburgh November gth 1726, 10 pou out tho Paſſages 
cc in the Profeſſor's Letter, on Which their 


rticular Notice of the Paſ- 


particular Notice of the Pailages of the Word of God, Con- 
feſſion of Faith and ue which they bad in their Zye* 
in forming the ſaid Queſtions, State F. 34. Pref. Caſe' P. 
18. at Foot, &c. and in their Paper called References anent 
Profeſſor Simſon's Affair they only ſay that the Paſſages 


cited out of his Letter gave Occaſion or Ground for theſe ' 


Queſtions, and the Paſſages of the Scripture and Confeſſion 


are not 3 to be contrary to the 1 cited out of 


his Letter, but to the unſound Meaning of the Paflager 
whieh they call doubtful in their "Anſwers to the Profeſſor 


Proteſt. State F. 38 paſt the Middle, and that were coh- 


trary to the unſound Side of che Queries; which Anſwers 
wete not given in to the Fresbytery till Merch 1ſt 17274 
vet they never thought fit, before writing theſe Anſwers to 
the ſaid Proteſt, to tell the Profeſſor they thought any 
Faffages. of his Letter doubtful, either in their Papers of 
Queries, or in the Paper, Intituled, References antut Pro- 


eſſor 8 altho* be had deſired them at their 
E 


eeting November 2d, to tell him, if any Paſſages. in his 


etter Were doubtful, and he would anſwer them, as he 


narrates in his Letter to the Committee for Purity of Do- 
Arin: November 7th, which occaſioned the above mentioned 
Advice. Notwir| | 

in their References they had groſly miſtaken his Meaning 
the Paſſages cited out of his Letter, he did in the plaine 


Terms remove theſe Miſtakes, and explaim his Meaning of 


theſe 1 to them, which being rightly underſtood, 
gave no juſt Occaſion; for any of their Queſtions, and wholly 
removed, as he apprehended, all the Doubtfulneſs of his 
Meaning, and unſound” Senſe of theſe Paſſages; ſo that after 


at leaſt theſe Anſivers which he {ave to their Queſtions, had 


FE | n th | out 'of his 
Letter; and therefore ought to have been laid aſide, ſecings 


no Shadow of Foundation in the Paſſages cite 


as he has ſhewed in theſe Anſwers, the Concluſions whic 


the Presbytery drew from the Paſſages. cited out of the 
Con feſſion and Catechiſms followed as naturally and evidently 
d 


from the Paſſages of his Letter on that Subject, as they 


fem the Paſſages of the Co#feſſion, with which he collates 
I Aufwers, Caſe . 27. Ce. and State 8 * 


them in the ſai 


Queſtiens to kim 


hſtanding of this the Proteſlo: finding, +; 
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Paper of Remarks, on his Anſwers to the Presbytery's Refe- 
' Fences, without allowing him firſt to ſee and anſwer it, or 


Therefore the Profeſſor is Finde of Opinion, That the 
N of Glaſgew did neither act agreeably to the ſaid 
Act of A 
for Purity of Doftrine, November g. by inſiſting on an Anſwer 
to their Queries,after the Profeſſor had given them ſuch plain 
and full Anſwers to their References, and had ſhewed the ex- 
act Agreement between the Paſſages of his Letter cited in 
them, and theſe of the Scripture and our C:nfeſſi-n, &c. and 
eſpecially by their refuſing to judge and determine, whether 
his ſaid Aniwers had remoyed their Miſtakes and feeming 
(for they would not have them called real) Objections a- 
gainlt the Paſſages of his Letter cited by them, and had re- 
moved the Occaſion of their Queſtions ; but inſtead of this, 
determined to enquire, whether he had anſwered their Que- 
ries, and finding he had not anſwered any, but the laſt, by 
requiring hig reſently to give Anſwers to them, which o- 
bliged the Profeſſor to take a Proteſtation againſt theſe two 
Votes of the Presbytery. Pref. Caſe Page 20. State Page 52 
7 Foot. c. And yet after all, on January 19th, 1726, in 
nfwer to a Deſire of the Presbytery's,whether they had found 
any Propoſition in his Letter to them March 2d, was contrary 
to the Word of God, Conf. of Faith and Cat. of this Church, 
thePresbytery referred him to their Minutes, by reading where- 


of it will appear, that they had not paſſed [Judgment on any 


Propoſition in the ſaid Letter, whether it be agreeable to 
the Confeſſion and Catechiſms or not, tate, P. 54. and Caſe, Pref. 
F. 21. altho' the Aﬀembly 1726, obliged them in an eſpe- 
cial Manner, to enquire into the Paſſages of his Letter or 
other Papers, what in them was contrary to the Scripture 


and our Confeſſop and Catechiſms, but neglecting this, they 


appoint a Precognition by examining the Students under the 


' Profeflor's Care, and refuſed to allow him to be preſent, 


which Method may raiſe Scandal againſt the beſt Miniſter or 
Profeſſor in this or any other Chur t b 


Rem- III. The conjunct Meeting 40M Committee for Pu- 
7 Defrine and Presbytery of Glaſgom ſeem to have in- 
the Profeſſor, in receiving and reading an anenimous 


allowing him to ſee and anſwer, before they proceeded to 


judge of his ſaid Anſwers to the References, againſt which he 
found himſelf obliged to proteſt, Caſe, Pref. P. 24. State, 


#. >... . | 
The ſaid conjun& Meeting did alſo a& rigorouſly in pro- 
ceeding to judge in his Affair, the two following Days, 
March 16 and 17, when the Defendant was taken ſo ill, that 
he was not in Condition to attend them, and ſent them his 
" Excuſe, which be could have got atteſted by Phyfician 
| G 2 


mbly 1726, nor to the Advice of the Committee 


A if 


they 
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; to give 
but according to the Presbytery's Vote, The Moderater 
cc. « ads = , Fl. . Lai ; _ 4 
asked the Profeſſor, if he gave in the Paper as Anſwers 


< and therefore 


| * 
; \ AC 4 © 69 5 © 4. 4343 tl 1 
they had ſhewed the le aſt Bene 2 le about the 1 
of it; but it was well known to ſeyeral of the Merfhers, and 
not contreverted by the Meeting, and the E they 
ave of his ſaid Anſwers to the Presb tery's 7 
hat theſe Anſwers bad not retboved | | 
N Unſoundneſs in his Teaching on th Head of the 
rinity, does. not appear agreeable to the Rules of Equity, 
becauſe Suſpicion is a Thing lodged in the Breaſt of eyery 
Man that has it; and therefo-e, neither the Profeſſor por any 
other Perſon, that is. ſo unhappy, as to fall under ſome Peo- 
les Suſpicion, can poſſibly know what will remoye it. The 
Wiſe Man ſaith by the Spirit of God, who can ſtand. before 
Emvy, or Jealouſy, or Suſpicion, as the Hebrew Word ligni- 
Hes; and their adviſing the Presbytery of Glaſgow to require 
the Proteffor to give plain, direct and expreſs Anſwers to the 
Queſtions, and upon bie refulin to 1 or plying An- 
{wers, that did not. ſatisfy, to fur end him, and add from 
his Anſwers further Articles te a Libel they had drawn up 
againſt him, does not appear to be altogether | Juſtificable 
for there can no Inſtance be given, neither in this nor any 
other reformed Churches, where a Miniſter er Profeflor 
"was required under a Penalty to give Anſwers to Queſtions 
about his private Thoughts and Opinion on any Point of Di- 


vinity, join'd with a Declaration and Appointment, that if 
the Anſwers did not ſatisfy the Enquirers.. they were to make 
them articles of a-Libel againſt him, and in the mean Time 


to infli& a Penalty. '. 4 * 
Rem. IV. The following Part of the Cemmittee's Report, 


State, P. 234. $ t and 2. March 29. 1727, does not give a 
fair and true Account of what paſſed; as will be evident from 
the Presbytery Foam Mi 

State, P. 67, 68 and 74, fom which *tis manifeſt, that on 
March 22. the Profeſſor ſent to the Presbytery, a2 Paper cal- 

led. R-preſentation, Ke. Which being only an incompleat 

Jeroll, was returned to him, .and ;on, March 29+ peſt meri- 

diem the Profeſſor was, preſent, and gave in that Repreſen- 


" a 


inutes of March 22, 29 and 30. 


ati n. as. age Meeting the Preshytery did not require him 
lire&,, plain and exprels,,;Anſwers to their Queries, 


* .to the Presbytery's Queries, not formerly inſwered? To 


8 W hich the Proſeffor anſwered, That the aper he offers is 
a b | 
«aR 
. ** , . 


reſcntation to the Reverend Presbytery, : containing 

1 pls Fhouatits on the Subjec of A bein Oh | | e 
© hoped would esse er both to them and others, 
h umbly de ſired it might bercad. 
Then, P. 74, after reading and reaſoning on this Repre- 

lertation, at ſome length, they delayed the further Confide- 
: ERIN Dodd.” CF e Sits „0 44% » ration 
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eferences, Vvige 
the Suſpicion. of the 


S SSS Sn abs sen 


ueries, Which he 


ration of the ſame til TIF and in the fame Page, 
March 30" the Presbytery again conſidered- the ſaid Paper, 


Which was read oyer oftner than once; and they own, there 
is a Declaration of the Profeſſor's Thoughts on the Subject 
of the five Queries, not formerly anſwered, but becauſe of 
its great Importance, they continue it yet under further 
onſideration. | 5 M 12 
Then April 13. State Page $4, at a Meeting of ova 
El which the Profeſſor had no Notice of, they appoint t 
ommittee to conſider among other Things the foreſaid Re- 
. and to bring in their Thoughts of it to the 
resbytery; which they report to the Presbytery, April 27, 
State Page 134, and give in their Obſervatians upon it, 
which is inſerted in the ſaid Day's Minute, and conclude 
Page 137, near the Foot, Upon the whole, the Committee 
offer it as their own Opinion — That forthe Reaſons ad- 
*« duced, this Paper, as it ſtands, cannot be received as 2 
ce fatisfying Anſw-r to the Queries.“ And after reading this 
Report of the Committee, The Presbytery approved there- 
« of, and appainted à Copy thereof to be tranſmitted to the 
„Moderator of the Committee for e Nc Purity of 
e Do#rine, and allowed a Copy to the Profeffor, if he calle 
“ for it.“ Then after reading the Remarks on the Profeſſor's 
Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, they approved of 
e the ſame, and held it as their own Paper, Page 146, near 
the Foot. And ibid. © Appointed the Moderator and Mr. 


. 


« John M*<Laurin to reviſe the Depoſition of the Witneſſes 


„% adduced in the Profeflor's Affair, and claſs them under pro- 


< per Heads, and report to their Meeting in the Afternoon,“ 


which was done accordingly at theirAfternoon Piet, #bid. 
and the ſaid clais'd Depoſit ions, are inſerted in Page 147,— 
Page 157. to which is ſubjoined the Presbytery's Reſolution, 
an \breviate whereof wis read to the Profeſſor's Lawier, 
who for him attended the Presþytery's Meeting, Che being 
himſelf unable to wait on them) that he might know what 
further Reſolutions the Presbytery had came te concerning 
* Affair, and what further they had to intimate to 

Im. 1 5 X 

But they did Hot give him the leaſt Intimation of their 
Diſſatisfaction with his Repreſentatign given in March 2gth, 
nor of the Obſervations that had been made by their Com- 
mittee, and appf᷑oved ef by the Presbytery, altho* it had been 


| tp of in their Forenson's Diet, and the Profeſſor was 
a 


owed a Copy if he called for it, tho' his Lawier asked 
particularly if they had any Thing further to intimate ts 
the Profeſſor, than the Abſtrac ef their Minute, Page 157. 
They ſaid they had nothing further to acquaint him with, 
and gave him ne Intimation of the foreſaid „ 


* 


Coe) $3 
« With his Repreſentation, and of their Obſeryations on it, un : 
til the gth of May that they offered the ſaid Payer of Ob- 
ſeryationg to the General Aſſembly 1727, together with 


he Paper of Remarks on his Anſwers to the Presbytery's 
113 of which the Profeſſor having complained to 
that Aſſembly, Tueſday May gth, as alſo of his not having 

ot Extracts of the Presbytery's Procedure therein; The 
Alembly was io. juſt as to allow him till Thurſday May 11th, 
to anſwer the ſaid Papers. Pref. ts the Caſe, Page 24. 
Prom which Paſſages of the Loy Sou. s Minutes, ic is 
evident that the Profeſſor could not. know that the Presby- 
tery was not ſarisfied with the Repreſentation, until the 5th 
Day of the Aﬀembly's fitting, May 1727, when the Powers 
of the Presbytery and Committee for Purity of Dofrine 
were expired; and after the Profeſſor had giyen in his An- 
ſwers to the {aid Repreſentation, Thurſday May 1ith, the 
Aſſembly did not inſiſt on his giving more plain direct and 
expreſs Anſwers to the. Queſtions, nor was the Committee 
appointed by that Aſſembly impowered to inſiſt upon any 
Further Anſwers to the ſaid Queſtions. X | 
| Wherefore, what the Committee ſay, State Page 234. § 3d. 
is not a full Repreſentation of Fa&, but ſome-what incon- 
ſiſtent with what is recorded in the ſaid Minutes of Preſ- 
bytery, and of, Aſſembly 1727; and the Coneluſio they 
draw, ibid. I 4. that Mr. S:mſon deſeryes Cenſure for his 
foreſaid Diſobedjence to the AR of Aſſembly, and the Or- 
ders of the Presbytery and Committee, is ill founded, ſeein 
it appears from the foreſaid Minutes, that he is guilty 
no rey of Diſobedience to any of them; and therefore js 
Uable to no Cenſure on that Account, 1 
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